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S. Sergeyeu 


REACTIONARY THEORIES 
OF POLITICAL ZIONISM 


Political Zionism appeared on the international scene at the 
end of last century. In Jewish communities it was historically pre- 
ceded by feudal and clerical separatism which had contributed to 
the isolation of the Jewish population from the peoples around 
them and to the subordination of the Jewish masses to the upper 
crust of the Judaic communities. ‘This separatism was based prima- 
rily on the dogmas of Judaism. The theorists of political Zionism 
led by Theodor Herzl. in contrast to their predecessors, put for- 
ward a programme for the territorial and political solution to the 
Jewish question. 

The classics of Marxism-Leninism have given a profound ana- 
lysis of the Jewish question. Lenin, pointing out that “‘organised 
Marxists must devote proper attention to the Jewish question”,’ 
emphasised: “That is precisely what the Jewish problem amounts 
to: assimilation or isolation?”? He demonstrated that “not 
only national, but even racial peculiarities are denied to the Jews 
by modern scientific investigators, who give prime prominence to 
the peculiarities of the history of the Jews”.® Marx also wrote 
that “Judaism continues to exist not in spite of history, but owing 
to history”’.* 

In ancient times and later in the Middle Ages Jewish com- 
munities arose, as a result of the migration of the Jewish people 
from Palestine, in many countries of Europe (as well as of Asia 
and Africa). In feudal society, particularly in its early stages, 
Jewry played a special and important role as merchants and mo- 
ney-lenders, occupations which the Roman Catholic Church con- 
sidered as “beneath” Christians. The feudal state consolidated the 
economic specificity of the Jews, prohibiting them from farming 
or from owning land, etc. Jews were physically segregated behind 
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the walls of Jewish ghettos which sprang up throughout Europe, 
and they were ordered to wear special clothes. The feudal state 
sanctioned the application in Jewish communities of the standards 
of Judaic religious law codified in the Talmud, on a par with 
its own laws, and permitted the Jewish community courts to func- 
tion. As a result, Jews suffered a double oppression: by the ruling 
feudal estate and by “their own” rabbi exploiters and the mer- 
chant and money-lending top layer of the Jewish communities, 
who did their utmost to isolate the Jewish communities from the 
peoples around them. There were ghettos until the end of the 
18th century in France and until the second half of the 
19th century in Germany, Italy and Austria. In Poland and later 
in tsarist Russia, Jews were organised into kagals (communities) 
which were self-governing until the 19th century. In Moslem coun- 
tries, from the times of the Arab Khalifat, questions of marri- 
age, the family and personal status in Jewish communities were 
regulated by their own religious norms and comununity mem- 
bers came under the jurisdiction of Judaic ecclesiastical 
courts, 

The specific economic and legal status of Jews in feudal society 
was the main cause preventing them from merging with the peo- 
ples among whom they lived. It made them into a special caste 
and a type of religious corporation in the feudal states of Europe, 
Asia and Africa. The feudal rulers widely exploited the Jewry’s 
special economic role and eagerly invited Jews to settle in 
their countries. However, as time passed, the benevolence of these 
monarchs was replaced by harsh measures, like the organisation of 
Jewish pogroms. These allowed them to direct the protest of 
the exploited peasantry and the urban poor against the Jewish 
communities which stood between them and the feudal leader- 
ship. Also, Jewish property was confiscated for the treasury or the 
church. With the decay of feudal society and the emergence of 
the bourgeoisie, the Jews lost their specific role, but right up 
until their political emancipation, they remained a special caste 
with limited rights. The bourgeois revolutions in Europe destroyed 
the walls of the medieval ghettos and gave the Jews political 
emancipation. The artificial isolation of Jews from the surround- 
ing population lost its legal force. They ceased to be a special 
caste and this created objective conditions for the process of assi- 
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milation. “All over Europe,” wrote Lenin, ‘‘the decline of medie- 
valism and the development of political liberty went hand in hand 
with the political emancipation of the Jews, their abandonment 
of Yiddish for the language of the people among whom they lived, 
and, in general, their undeniable progressive assimilation with 
the surrounding population.”® The Jewish big bourgeoisie grew 
rapidly rooting itself ever more firmly in the economic structure 
of capitalist states. Jewish bankers and industrialists played an 
important role in Western Europe and North America. The Roth- 
schild, Seligman, Schiff, Lazard and Hirsch families became 
a component part of the monopolistic elite of capitalist coun- 
tries in the first decades of the imperialist epoch. On the other 
hand, proletarianisation of the Jewish populations was intensified. 
The Jewish petty bourgeois, unable to keep up with the compe- 
tition of big capital, filled the ranks of the working class. 

At the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century, 
there was a mass emigration of Jews from Russia to Western Eu- 
rope and North America caused by the “Black Hundred”* policy 
of tsarism. The rapid growth of the Jewish population in Ger- 
many, Britain, France and the USA following this emigration 
from Eastern Europe intensified the Jewish question in these 
capitalist countries. ‘lhe demand to stop ‘‘the influx of Jews” was 
adopted by anti-Semites in countries of the West. But, on the 
whole, the ragings of anti-Semitism could only slow down, not 
stop the processes of assimilation among Jews. 

The tendency of Jews to assimilate under conditions of capitalist 
society is a result of objective requirements of economic develop- 
ment. Participating in ithe economic life of their social environ- 
ment, and filling up society’s main classes—the proletariat and 
the bourgeoisie—Jews gradually lose their ethnic features and 
merge with the nation adinitting them. Consolidation of the posi- 
tion of the bourgeoisie of Jewish origin, its fusing with the big 
capital of a given nation, its adoption of the country’s bourgeois 
culture and the accepting of the norms and values of the capi- 
talist society around it represent bourgeois assimilation. The big 


* The “Black Hundreds” were a counter-revolutionary organisation 
set up with support of the tsarist government. They were used in the 
fight against the workers’ movement, and in the organisation of Jewish 
pogroms,—Ed. 


bourgeois of Jewish origin become a component part of the mo- 
nopoly bourgeoisie of the country concerned, be it the USA or 
South Africa, France or Brazil. The Jewish workers also assimi- 
late. They work in capitalist enterprises and join the class struggle 
of the proletariat of the country by perceiving and becoming 
part of its democratic and progressive culture. 

Assimilation is a very complicated and prolonged process, usu- 
ally stretching over several generations. Fundamentally it is the 
integration of persons of different ethnic origin into the economic 
life and into the main classes of the society admitting them. Cul- 
tural, linguistic, domestic and conjugal assimilation takes place 
on ‘the basis of economic assimilation. The process is concluded 
with members of the assimilation group changing their ethnic 
self-consciousness. 

Zionist ideologists in attempting to prove what cannot be 
proved—the impossibility of Jewish assimilation—amistake for reali- 
ty that which they desire. In fact, Jewish history shows that when 
enforced isolation of Jews in an exploiting society was slackened, 
a cosiderable proportion of Jews voluntarily assimilated. One 
ought to note, however, that under capitalism the process of as- 
similation is frequently enforced by the leading strata of bour- 
geois society. This slows the process down and makes it irregular. 
One must not forget that even in the most “democratic” bour- 
geois countries racial and national prejudice continues to exist 
and is stirred up by reactionary forces, and anti-Semitism remains 
in some form or other. 

There were forces among the Jewish population which urged 
Jews towards self-isolation and separatism. Thus, the orthodox 
rabbinate adopted a position sharply opposed to assimilation be- 
cause they saw in emancipation a threat to the preservation of 
Judaism. Attempting to preserve their flock, the rabbinate tried 
hard to prevent Jewish assimilation. A considerable proportion 
of the Jewish petty bourgeoisie also tended towards isolation and 
to the preservation of previous customs which they saw as the way 
to survival. Unable to withstand the pressure of capitalist eco- 
nomics, the petty bourgeois easily give themselves up to the uto- 
pian dream of a return to a patriarchy, and are especially sus- 
ceptible to nationalist demagogy. 

The Jewish middle and big bourgeoisie took a dual stand. 


When certain sections of the merchants and industrialists came 
up against the growing competition of the capital in the coun- 
try, they tried to create their own market where they could domi- 
nate entirely. However, members of the big bourgeoisie of Jewish 
origin did not wish to return to the “market-ghetto” but wanted 
to reinforce and expand their status in the economic structure of 
imperialist states. Therefore, they did not support the preserva- 
tion of a patriarchy and deemancipation. Nevertheless, some of 
the big bourgeois of Jewish origin did not take up a pro-assimi- 
lative attitude and were inclined to support the trend to separa- 
lism among Jewish communities. The preservation of the com- 
munity gave the Jewish bourgeoisie a powerful means of ideo- 
logical and organisational influence on the Jewish working peo- 
ple. In an attempt to thwart the growth of the workers’ movement, 
and that among the Jewish proletariat, Jewish capitalists relied 
on the centuries of experience of the Jewish upper crust that 
had obtained “social unity” within the Jewish community by 
combining social demagogy with ostentatious charity. Besides this, 
big capitalists of Jewish origin were attempting to strengthen 
their position in the country and required a political basis of 
their own which could reinforce their economic influence. They 
looked for support among the Jewish masses suffering from po- 
verty and discrimination and excluded from the mainstream of 
social progress. 


Bourgeois-nationalist views began to spread within Jewish com- 
munities long before Herzl came out with the book The Jewish 
State. Marx had sharply criticised the Jewish bourgecis for coun- 
terposing his imaginary nationality to the real nationality, coun- 
terposing his illusory law to the real law, deeming himself justi- 
fied in separating himself from mankind, abstaining on principle 
from taking part in the historical movement, putting his trust 
in a future which has nothing in common with the future of man- 
kind in general, and seeing himself as a member of the Jewish 
people, and the Jewish people as the chosen people.® 

Fifty years previously the Serbian rabbi Yehudah Alkalai had 
anticipated many of Herzl’s ideas, the future leader of the World 
Zionist Organisation. Alkalai urged Jews not to wait for the com- 
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ing of the Messiah who, according to Jewish beliefs, was sup- 
posed to return the Jews to the “Promised Land”. “The Redemp- 
tion will begin with efforts by the Jews themselves; they must orga- 
nize and unite, choose leaders, and leave the lands of exile. Since 
no community can exist without a government body, the very 
first new ordinance must be the appointment of the elders of each 
district, men of piety and wisdom, to oversee all the affairs of 
the community. .. 

“These elders should be chosen by our greatest magnates, upon 
whose influence we all depend. The organization of an interna- 
tional Jewish body is in itself the first step to the Re- 
demption. .. 

“T ask of our brethren that they organize a company, on the 
mode of the fire insurance companies and of the railroad com- 
panies. Let this company appeal to the Sultan* to give us back 
the land of our ancestors in return for an annual rent. Once the 
name of Israel is again applied to our land, all Jews will be in- 
spired to help this company with all the means at their disposal.” 
This was written in 1843 by this none too God-fearing rabbi who 
saw the “Redemption of Israel” as a commercial enterprise, not 
as an act of an overdue Messiah. 

Herzl, whose grandfather was an ardent follower of Alkalai, 
also made no attempt to link the idea of a Jewish state with 
religious teachings. Neither was Herzl the first to give a secular in- 
terpretation to the idea of Jewish bourgeois nationalism. In this 
area he was preceded by Moses Hess, the notable representative of 
so-called German true socialism. 

Hess is famous for his affiliation to the Young Hegelians, at 
the beginning of the 1840s he was also rather closely linked to 
Marx and Engels. But, later on, his path and that of the founders 
of scientific communism sharply divided. Hess formulated his 
pseudo-socialist theories on anthropological, that is on non-class, 
abstract-human concepts. The founders of Marxism exposed the 
reactionary nature of the theories of “German true socialism” 
in the Communist Manifesto and several other works. Soon after 


* From the mid-sixteenth to the beginning of the twentieth century, 
Palestine was ruled by Turkish Sultans, and formed part of the Ottoman 
Empire. 
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the failure of the revolution of 1848, Hess left the revolutionary 
movement and gradually went over to the side of Jewish bourgeo- 
is nationalism. “After twenty years of estrangement I have retur- 
ned to my people,’® wrote Hess pompously in his book Rome and 
Jerusalem, published in 1862, in which he expressed ideas on 
establishing Jewish statehood in Palestine. 

Even closer to Herzl’s ideas, both in spirit and content, was the 
theory of the Odessan doctor Leo Pinsker, set out in 1883 in his 
book Auto-Emancipation. Pinsker wrote: “The Jews are not a 
living nation; they are everywhere aliens, therefore they are de- 
spised. 

“The civil and political emancipation of the Jews is not suffi- 
cient to raise them in the estimation of the peoples. 

“The proper and the only remedy would be the creation of a 
Jewish nationality, of a people living upon its own soil, the auto- 
emancipation of the Jews; their emancipation as a nation among 
nations by the acquisition of a home of their own.””? 

Pinsker considered that it was vital for the Jews to receive any 
piece of territory for their “auto-emancipation”. “The goal of 
our present endeavors,” he wrote, “must be not the ‘Holy Land’, 
but a land of our own. We need nothing but a large piece of 
land... which shall remain our property.”!° “This piece of land 
might form a small territory in North America. ..”, Pinsker stres- 
sed. The main thing was to create a Jewish directorate who 
should, “‘together with an associated body of capitalists, as found- 
ers of a stock company to be organized subsequently, purchase 
a piece of land which several million Jews could settle in the 
course of time”’.** 

On reading Pinsker’s book several years after the publication of 
his own work The Jewish State, Herzl admitted the former's pri- 
ority. In his diary the founder of the WZO noted that his ideas 
almost totally coincided with Pinsker’s theses. 

The real Herzl was quite unlike the picture drawn of him by 
Zionist propagandists. Theodor, Tividar or Benjamin Zeyev Herzl 
was born in 1860 in Budapest into a rich Jewish family. His father 
was one of the directors of the Hungarian Bank and this gave his 
son an entrance into higher society. Although he had a religious 
upbringing, Herzl remained practically indifferent to Judaism his 
whole life, aiming instead at a worldly career. 
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The book by Dithring, The Jewish Problem as a Problem of 
Race, Morals and Culture, made a great impression on Herzl. 
Influenced by this book he became interested in the Jewish ques- 
tion. His acquaintance with the book La France Juive (A Jewish 
France) by the French anti-Semite Edouard Drumont, became 
the next stage in the development of Herzl’s ideas. “I have Dru- 
mont to thank for...my present conception of the Jewish ques- 
tion,” !? he wrote later. 

Herzl came to Zionism gradually. In 1892 he asserted: ‘The 
Jewish question is neither nationalist nor religious. It is a social 
question.”’* And he concluded: “It ds my conviction that the Jews 
driven thus into a corner will ultimately find no escape until af- 
ter the introduction of socialism.”!* The Viennese journalist did 
not regard this prospect with enthusiasm. He refused to accept 
“the passing over of the Jews to Socialisin”,'® as he wrote three 
years later to Baron de Hirsch. Herzl conceived of a meeting 
with the Pope at which, by promising to lead ‘ta great movement 
amongst the Jews for voluntary and honorable conversion to Chris- 
tianity”,*® he would enlist the Pope’s support. Herzl drew pictures 
in his diary of himself at the head of ceremonial baptism of 
Jews in St. Stephen’s Cathedral in Vienna. 


It was in 1895 that Herzl came to the idea of forming a Jewish 
state. “We are a people, a people,’ he wrote. ‘Everywhere we 
have tried honestly to disappear in the surrounding community 
and to retain only the faith of our fathers. We are not permitted 
to do it. In vain do we show our loyalty, and in some places an 
exaggerated patriotism; in vain do we bring the same sacrifices of 
blood and gold as our fellow-citizens; in vain do we exert our- 
selves to increase the glory of our fatherlands by achievements in 
art and science, the wealth of our fatherlands by our contribu- 
tions to commerce.”?” 

The conviction that the assimilation of Jews was impossible 
became the premise of Herzl’s new credo. 

In his book The Jewish State published in 1896, Herzl demon- 
strated the need for complete segregation of Jews from non-Jews, 
in other words, for the creation of a purely Jewish state. “I con- 
sider the Jewish question neither a social nor a religious one... 
It is a national question, and to solve it we must first of all estab- 
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lish it as an international political problem to be discussed and 
settled by the civilized nations of the world in council.’ 

Herzl considered that the contemporary leading powers should 
support the idea of creating a Jewish state. He wrote: “Let sover- 
eignty be granted us over a portion of the globe adequate to meet 
our rightful national requirements... The governments of all 
countries scourged by anti-Semitism will be keenly interested in 
obtaining sovereignty for us.”’*® 

In an attempt to realise his plan, Herzl began writing letters to 
Jewish bankers and industrialists and in particular to Baron de 
Hirsch, Lord Rothschild and the American millionaire Schiff, urg- 
ing them to support him in trying to establish a Jewish state. “Un- 
til now you have been only a philanthropist... I want to show you 
the way to become something more,”*° he wrote to de Hirsch, and 
proposed that the latter lead a “Congress of notables” with the 
aim of finding a territorial and political solution to the Jewish 
question. He went on to say that throughout the two thousand 
years of Jewish dispersion the Jews had had no unified political 
leadership. “I consider this our greatest misfortune... If 
we only had a unified political leadership... we could in- 
itiate the solution of the Jewish question,’ Herzl as- 
sured de Hirsch.24 In August 1897 the first Zionist congress 
was convened in the Swiss town of Basle, at which Herzl gave 
programme speeches promising his supporters rapid success. He 
became the president of the World Zionist Organisation (WZO) 
which was established at the congress. 

Herzl’s speeches expounding the Zionist plans brought him 
wide renown in the capitals of Europe. His fame is primarily ex- 
plained by the fact that Herzl appeared to be on the crest of the 
wave of Jewish bourgeois nationalism, which gathered strength 
in the top strata of the Jewish communities in a number of capi- 
talist states during the last decades of the 19th century. 


Herzl, Pinsker and other ideologists of the Jewish bourgeoisie 
akin to them became the fathers of a trend which came to be 
known as “political Zionism”. Renouncing Judaic dogma concern- 
ing the coming of the Messiah, who was allegedly to return the 
Jews ta the “Promised Land”, political Zionists demanded that 
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a Jewish state be established as a solution to the Jewish question. 
It was proposed that concrete political means be used to reach 
this end. 

It is important to note that originally political Zionists were 
vague about the location of the proposed Jewish state. They spoke 
of a “free territory” in South America (Argentina), Africa (Ugan- 
da) or Asia (Palestine). They laid special emphasis on substan- 
tiating the necessity of a Jewish state. At the decline of his poli- 
tical career, Herz] directly informed his like-minded colleagues 
that he had initially been a supporter of the Jewish state, and on- 
ly later had he connected this idea with Palestine, and raised 
the flag of Zion. 

A Jewish bourgeois nationalist trend, calling itself “spiritual 
Zionism’, was formed at the end of the 19th century at the same 
time as political Zionism. In contrast to those ideologists of the 
Jewish bourgeoisie who proposed the “normalisation” of the po- 
sition of Jews by “constituting” them as a nation and by the “Re- 
demption” of the Jewish state, the Hibbat Zion in a mystic, reli- 
gious vein declared the Jews an existing special “spiritual” nation. 

The spiritual Zionists and their leading ideologist A. Ginsberg, 
who wrote under the pen-name of Ahad Ha’am, reflected the in- 
terests of the circles of the chauvinist bourgeoisie of Jewish origin 
that considered it possible to preserve Jewish isolation without 
mass emigration to Palestine, but by means of a sharp intensifi- 
cation of the nationalist treatment of Jews in the Diaspora. In 
the view of ideologists of spiritual Zionism the problem did not 
involve the normalisation of the Jewish position but, on the 
contrary, the strengthening of their position as a special ‘‘world 
spiritual nation”. Ahad Ha’am wrote that the Jewish state pro- 
posed by the political Zionists, even were it to be created in Pales- 
tine, would only accommodate a small proportion of Jews, and 
that even then the majority would be left stranded in foreign coun- 
tries. He thus concluded that the real and only basis of Zionism 
was the spiritual question. An important part of this plan was 
the establishment in Palestine of a Jewish settlement. “This 
Jewish settlement, which will be a gradual growth, will become 
in course of time the center of the nation, wherein its spirit will 
find pure expression and develop in all its aspects to the high- 
est degree of perfection of which it is capable. Then, from this 
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center, the spirit of Judaism will radiate to the great circum- 
ference, to all the communities of the Diaspora, to inspire them 
with new life and to preserve the over-all unity of our pcople. 
When our national culture in Palestine has attained that level, we 
may be confident that it will produce men in the Land of Israel 
itself who will be able, at a favorable moment, to establish a State 
there—one which will be not merely a State of Jews but a 
really Jewish State.”*? The latter point was clearly directed at 
Herzl and his book The Jewish State. 

Zionism was not in a condition to overcome the internal con- 
tradictions of its fundamental dogmas, or to create a theory of 
“synthetic Zionism”. That is what a disciple of Ahad Ha’am and 
one of Theodor Herzl’s colleagues from the leadership of the 
WZO, Chaim Weizmann—he later became the first President of 
Israel—tried to do. As far back as the beginning of the century, 
Lenin had indicated: “...A territorialist programme. .. directly 
precludes... Jewish cultural-national autonomy.’’®* Zionists still 
continue to combine eclectically in their platform theses on a ter- 
ritorial and political solution to the Jewish question and the de- 
mand for Jewish cultural and national autonomy on a world- 
wide scale. 


The ideas of political Zionism were developed in a peculiar way 
in the works of Ze’ev Jabotinsky. He demanded a revision of the 
political programme of the WZO, an abandoning of the course of 
gradual seizure of Palestine, as well as that the demand for the 
establishment of a Jewish state be once again made a matter of 
prime importance (hence Jabotinsky’s supporters were called “re- 
visionist Zionists”). In 1924 he proclaimed: “The programme is 
not complicated. The aim of Zionism is a Jewish State. The ter- 
ritery—both sides of the Jordan. The system—amass colonisation. 
The solution of the financial problem—a national loan... Hence 
the commandment of the hour—a new political campaign and 
the militarisation of Jewish youth in Eretz Israel and the Diaspo- 
raz’2* 

Jabotinsky was in fact attempting to combine the most reac- 
tionary aspects of the theories of political and spiritual Zionism. 

Behind all the talk about “normalising the Jewish position” 
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were blunt racist views. “It is impossible to preserve the national 
character without the condition of maintaining the purity of the 
race, and to this purpose we need a territory of our own”,”® Jabo- 
tinsky stated. He interpreted Ahad Ha’am’s discussions on the 
Jews’ “genius for morality” in an outspoken fascist manner: “If 
Zionism and the turning of the Land of Israel into a Jewish state 
is moral, that is to say just, then justice must be realized without 
taking into consideration the agreement or non-agreement of any- 
one... And if anyone wants to impede by force the realization of 
justice ... he must be impeded, and again by force. This is the 
doctrine of morality. There exists no other morality.”?* According 
to the bourgeois historian W. Laqueur, in closed session at the 
fourth conference of “revisionist Zionists” in August 1930, Jabo- 
tinsky argued that “revisionism was not so much a political party 
or an ideology (Weltanschauung) as a ‘psychological race’, a de- 
finite inborn mentality which could not be communicated to those 
who did not inherently possess it. It was therefore the mission of 
the movement to look for people of its own ‘race’, to organise 
them.,”?? 

The “revisionists” openly imitated Italian and German fascists. 
In his writings, Jabotinsky advocated the cult of militarism. ‘We 
ought not to be deterred by a Latin word,” he argued. ‘‘The ear- 
ly Zionists, after all, were not put off by the nationalist label. 
There were two kinds of militarism—the one aggressive, out for 
territorial conquest; the other the natural defence effort of a 
people which had no homeland and was faced by the threat of 
extinction; if this is militarism, we ought to be proud of it.”?* 
It is not accidental that “revisionists” from the terrorist bands 
Irgun Tz’vai L’umi, raised on the ideas of Jabotinsky, were noted 
for their particular brutality with regard to the peaceful Palestini- 
an population. “Everyone understands that out of all the pre- 
conditions of the statehood renaissance,” stated Jabotinsky, “‘fir- 
ing shots is ... the most important one.” “Zionism... therefore. . , 
stands or fails with the question of armed force.”?? 

Zionist thugs were trained in a spirit of implicit subordination 
to their leader, and became mere submissive “screws” in the ter- 
rorist “machine”. In the article “Ideology of Betar”’, Jabotinsky 
wrote that Betar was an organisation “founded upon the prin- 
ciples of discipline”, that “discipline is the subordination of a 
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mass to one leader” and that “it is the highest achievement of 
a mass of free men, if they are capable to act in unison, with the 
absolute precision of a machine’’.*° 

The “revisionists” made no attempt to hide their hatred of the 
ideas of socialism. “All forms of the class struggle should be de- 
clared national treason!” repeated Jabotinsky’s supporters. In- 
structing the members of Betar, Jabotinsky wrote: “An unjust and 
State-integrating strike must be mercilessly broke [sic], as well 
as any other attempt to damage the Jewish State reconstruction. .. 
lt is the right and duty of Betar itself to decide as to the justice 
or injustice of a conflict.”*+ He urged Jews not to be ashamed 
of their feelings of class sympathy with the bourgeoisie, preaching 
to followers that “our true field is the middle class. We will never 
be able to come to terms with people who possess ... another ide- 
al, namely Socialism.”*? 

Jabotinsky’s entire political career was marked by a strong 
rivalry with the other leaders of the WZO, including C. Weiz- 
mann and D. Ben Gurion. Finally, he even left the WZO. But, 
on an ideological and political level the “revisionist Zionists” 
were never hostile towards other trends within Zionism. Jabotins- 
ky himself, in summing up the divergence of opinion between 
himself and Weizmann indicated that only externally did they 
appear to costitute disagreements and rivalry. Despite the severe 
public quarrels with Ben Gurion, who headed the Labour Zion- 
ists, the leaders of antagonist Zionist factions easily found a 
common language in secret talks. Menachem Begin, who headed 
the revisionists after Jabotinsky’s death (as leader of Irgun Tz’vai 
L’umi, took the secret nickname of Ben-Ze’ev, i. e. son ot 
Ze’ev Jabotinsky), wrote in his memoirs: “It seems to me that 
Ben Gurion was deeply influenced, albeit unconsciously, by his 
meetings with Jabotinsky in the ‘thirties’.”** It is significant that 
even Ben Gurion speaks positively about Jabotinsky in his mem- 
oirs**, 


Political Zionists reckoned that they could put their programme 
into practice with the support of imperialist powers. In dis- 
cussions with the leaders of these nations, the Zionists offered their 
services in the struggle against the workers’ movement and in 
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assisting colonial expansion in the Middle East. T .Herzl, his suc- 
cessor to the post of president of the WZO—C. Weizmann, lead- 
er of the American Zionists and member of the US Supreme 
Court—L. Brandeis, as well as Jabotinsky and other Zionist fig- 
ures, proved to their imperialist patrons that Zionism was the 
most effective weapon against progressive tendencies among the 
Jewish population. The Balfour Declaration (Balfour was the 
British Foreign Secretary) became the official sanction of Zionist 
activity by imperialist circles. In this document, the British govern- 
ment promised to assist in “the establishment in Palestine of a 
national home for the Jewish people”.** It is no coincidence that 
the declaration appeared on November 2, 1917. With the help 
of this document the British imperialists not only wanted to be- 
come firmly established in Palestine, but also to distract the Jewish 
people in Russia from supporting the Bolshevik Party led by 
Lenin. The British historian C. Sykes noted that “before Novem- 
ber, 1917, it was believed that open British support of Zionism 
would detach Russian Jews from the Bolshevik party.’*° 


The inspirer of the fourteen nation campaign against Soviet 
Russia, Winston Churchill, declared Zionism to be a weapon in 
the fight against the “international Bolshevik-Jewish conspiracy”. 
He stated that inasmuch as “the traditionally persecuted Russian 
Jews seemed to be disproportionately presented among the Bol- 
shevik [sic] revolutionaries, it becomes, therefore, specially impor- 
tant to foster and develop any strongly-marked Jewish movement 
which leads directly away from these associations”.*’ Churchill 
stated that the “schemes of a worldwide communistic state under 
Jewish domination are directly thwarted and hindered by this 
new ideal, which directs the energies and the hopes of Jews in 
every land towards a simpler, a truer, and far more attainable 
goal. The struggle which is now beginning between Zionist and 
Bolshevik Jews is little less than a struggle for the soul of the 
Jewish people.”’** 

The following document is a vivid illustration of how imperial- 
ist circles “cultivated” and strengthened Zionism. 

“Strictly Confidential. Memorandum of Interview in Mr. Bal- 
four’s apartment, 23 Rue Nitot,on Tuesday, June 24, 1919, at 
4:45 p. m. 


18 


“Present: Mr. Balfour, Justice Brandeis, Lord Eustace Percy 
and Mr. Frankfurter. 

“Mr. Balfour expressed great satisfaction that Justice Brandeis 
came to Europe. He said the Jewish problem of which the Pales- 
tine question is only a fragment but an essential part, is in his 
mind as perplexing a question as confronts the statesmanship of 
Europe... Mr. Balfour... said that the problem was, of course, 
complicated by the extraordinary phenomenon that Jews now 
are not only participating in revolutionary movements but are 
actually, to a large degree, leaders in such movements... 

“He [Brandeis] narrated his own approach to Zionism, that 
he came to it wholly as an American, for his whole life had been 
free from Jewish contacts or traditions. As an American he was 
confronted with the disposition of the vast numbers of Jews, par- 
ticularly Russian Jews, that were pouring into the United States 
year by year. It was then that by chance a pamphlet on Zio- 
nism came his way and led him to the study of the Jewish prob- 
lem and to the conviction that Zionism was the answer. The very 
same men, with the same qualities that are now enlisted in re- 
volutionary movements would find, and in the United States do 
find, constructive channels for expression and make positive con- 
tributions to civilization.”*® 

Balfour interrupted to express his agreement, adding: “Of course 
these are the reasons that make you and me such ardent Zio- 
nists.’*° Then the British Foreign Secretary and the American 
Zionist, member of the US Supreme Court, began to discuss in 
detail the nature of the “national home for the Jewish people” 
and of the British mandate to Palestine. 

In the forties, Zionists reoriented themselves towards Washing- 
ton having enlisted the support of the USA, the leading imperial- 
ist power. One of the USA’s main considerations was the hope 
of using international Zionism as a weapon against the Soviet 
Union both in the Middle East and elsewhere. 

During intensive negotiations in the 1940s between US senior 
officials and Zionist leaders, discussions above all concerned the 
services which Zionists could render Washington. Although these 
negotiations went on under strict secrecy, it is clear from several 
facts now known that a joint struggle against the socialist commu- 
nity, the workers’ movement and the national liberation forces 
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became the basis of this alliance between American imperialism 
and international Zionism. The following is one example which 
provides a glimpse behind the screen set up by Zionists and offi- 
cial US propaganda around the birth of the US-Zionist alli- 
ance. 

On February 25, 1948, a meeting took place in the State De- 
partinent between Assistant Secretary of State, Norman Armour, 
and the State Department Counsellor, Charles E, Bohlen, on 
the one side, and the well-known “revisionist” Zionists, Benzion 
Netahyahu and Joseph B. Schechtman, on the other. The Zionists 
assured the US diplomats that the established Jewish state would 
be ‘“‘a stronghold of Western ideals” and ‘a bastion against Com- 
munist penetration in the Middle East”.*1 They specified their 
considerations in a letter handed to Bohlen on March 2, which 
stated in particular: “Without underestimating the significance of 
moral and human aspects of the Palestine question, we firmly 
believe that the policy of the United States on this question must 
be based predominantly on the interests of this country as a cham- 
pion of Western ideals, way of life and economic structure. We 
urge the active support of the United States for the establish- 
ment of a Jewish State in Palestine because we contend that this 
lies in the well-understood interest of the United States: a Jewish 
State, if established with the cooperation of the US, will necessa- 
rily become a bastion of the Western world in the Middle East, 
a natural ally of the United States, bound to it by ties of gratitude 
and common interest.”*? Later on in the letter it was asserted 
that such a policy by the USA would prove to “Jews all over the 
world ... that America is a friendly power and a reliable ally. 
This and only this, will stop the dangerous pro-Soviet trend ... 
and will secure the enthusiastic allegiance of world Jewry and of 
the Jewish State to the cause of the Western Allies.’’** It is un- 
likely that the Zionists’ arguments met with opposition from the 
leaders of US foreign policy, who were stirring up the Cold War. 
It should be noted that US ruling circles appeal to the Jewish elec- 
torate exclusively from the point of view of “the protection of 
Israel”, attempting in every way to profit from nationalist moods. 
Thus, President Carter announced to a group of Congressmen 
of Jewish origin who came to the White House with pro-Zionist 
demands: “‘I’d rather commit political suicide than hurt Israel.’”’** 
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In the programme passed in 1897 at the first congress of the 
World Zionist Organisation in Basle, it was stated that the aim 
of Zionism was “to create for the Jewish people a home in Pales- 
tine secured by public law”.*® Of course, the words “home” “for 
the Jewish people” were used out of tactical considerations. At 
that point, Zionists felt that it was unsuitable to openly demand 
the establishment of a “Jewish state’. In private, however, the 
Zionist leaders did not conceal their intentions. Herzl wrote in 
his diary: “If I were to sum up the Basle Congress in a single 
phrase—which I would not dare to make public—I would 
say: In Basle I created the Jewish State.’** In Zionist circles, 
the WZO was regarded as the “Jewish state in the process of 
creation”. 

In 1948, Zionist leaders gained the dominant position in the 
State of Israel. ‘The declaration of independence was adopted on 
May 14, 1948, by the People’s Council in the name of the Jew- 
ish people of Eretz-Israel and of the Zionist movement. It 
was stated in the declaration that there existed “the urgency of 
salving the problem of its homelessness by re-establishing in Eretz- 
Israel the Jewish State, which would open the gates of the home- 
land wide to every Jew and confer upon the Jewish people the 
status of a fully-privileged member of the comity of nations’.*? 
Although the declaration mentioned the United Nations resolu- 
tion on the division of Palestine and the establishment there of 
Arab and Jewish states, the resolution was treated exclusively as, 
“recognition by the United Nations of the right of the Jewish 
people to establish their state”.** Indicating that “the State of 
Israel will be open for Jewish immigration and for the ingathering 
of the exiles”, the declaration proclaimed: “We appeal to the 
Jewish people throughout the Diaspora to rally round the Jews 
of Eretz-Israel in the tasks of immigration and upbuilding and to 
stand by them in the great struggle for the realisation of the age- 
old dream—the redemption of Israel.”** 

The Communist Party and all progressive forces of Israel are 
carrying on a persistent struggle against the Zionist conception 
that ‘“‘the State of Israel is a pure Jewish and Zionist state; and 
therefore one must not recognize any national right of the Arab 
population of Israel, and must not recognize it as a national mi- 
nority”.°° The Israeli Communists emphasise: “Our Israeli Com- 
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munist Party is basing its policy on the fact that historic develop- 
ment has turned Palestine into a bi-national country, in which 
the Jewish people came into being side by side with the Palesti- 
nian Arab people. This idea has nothing in common with the Zio- 
nist ideological attempt to confuse the concept of ‘the Jewish na- 
tion in Palestine’ with the Zionist thesis on ‘a Jewish world extra- 
territorial nation’, which does not actually exist at all.” 

They also state: “Every nation is entitled to the right for self- 
determination. The new situation which arose in Palestine as a re- 
sult of its having become a bi-national country, calls forth the true 
solution of the national problem through implementing the right 
for self-determination of each nation, the Jewish as the Arab Pa- 
lestinian nation, living in the country.”’®* 

Zionism became the official ideology of the State of Israel from 
the very start and Zionist leaders regard the country solely as a 
Jewish state. The first Prime Minister of Israel, D. Ben Gurion 
stated: “Its [Israel’s] destiny depends wholly upon ... the Jewish 
people in all its dispersion. The State of Israel is a part of the 
Middle East only in geography... From the decisive aspects of 
dynamism, creation and growth, Israel is a part of world Jewry. 
From that Jewry it will draw all the strength and the means for 
the forging of the nation in Israel and the development of the 
Land; through the might of world Jewry it will be built and built 
again. A community of destiny and destination joins together 
indissolubly the State of Israel and the Jewish people.” 

Power was seized in Israel by the leaders of political Zionism, 
the supporters of a territorial and political settlement of the so- 
called Jewish question. Speaking on a radio broadcast by the group 
Irgun Tz’vai L’umi on May 15, 1948, M. Begin said: “The first 
pillar of this policy is the return to Zion. Ships! For heaven’s sake, 
let us have ships! Let us not be poisoned with inertia. Let us not 
take empty words about absorptive capacity. Let us not make res- 
trictions for the sake of so-called order. Quickly! Quickly! Our 
nation has no time! Bring in hundreds of thousands... We are 
now in the midst of a war for survival; and our tomorrow and 
theirs depend on the quickest concentration of our nation’s 
exiles.”** In his turn D. Ben Gurion, by this time Prime Minister, 
announced on August 13, 1948: “A State of seven hundred, eight 
hundred, thousand Jews cannot be the climax of a vigil kept un- 
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broken through the generations and down the patient centuries; 
nor could it last for long... 

“No ... so empty a State would be little justified, for it would 
not change the destiny of Jewry, or fulfill our historic cove- 
nant. . .”54 

Thus the leaders of Israeli Zionists originally interpreted the 
concept of a “Jewish State” in the sense of the “gathering of 
Jews from the whole world” in Israel. They envisaged Israel be- 
coming a state with a population of many millions and with a 
territory of relative dimensions—‘“Great Israel”, D. Ben Gurion 
said that the state, “has been established in only a portion of the 
Land of Israel”.°> “The State of Israel has arisen, but we must 
remember that our country is not yet liberated,’ echoed M. Be- 
gin. “The battle continues, and you see now that the words of 
your Irgun fighters were not vain words: it is Hebrew arms which 
decide the boundaries of the Hebrew State. So it is now in this 
battle; so it will be in the future. Our God-given country is a uni- 
ty. The attempt to dissect it is not only a crime but a blasphemy 
and an abortion. Whoever does not recognise our natural right 
to our entire homeland, does not recognise our right to any part 
of it. And we shall never forego this natural right.”°¢ 

Thus, the chauvinist doctrine regarding Israel as a “state for all 
the Jews of the world”, was blatantly aggressive, and envis- 
aged the seizure of neighbouring lands in violation of the UN 
resolution on the division of Palestine. ‘The expansion of Israel’s 
borders was explained by the “necessity” of accommodating milli- 
ons of immigrants. The mass immigration was explained by the 
“necessity” of settling the territories that had been seized, and in 
order to consolidate the state. 

The political regime of Israel inherited not only the ideologi- 
cal dogmas, but also the organisational forms elaborated by Pales- 
tinian Zionists during the period of the British mandate to Pales- 
tine. With the exception of the Communist Party, all political 
parties in the state share the Zionist platform. Underground Zi- 
onist detachments were reorganised into the Israeli army. Govern- 
mental institutions were also established with the help of such 
reorganisation. 

Nevertheless the new state apparatus did not entirely replace 
all the Zionist social, economic and political institutions that had 
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functioned in Palestine prior to the formation of Israel. The or- 
ganisations that remained important were primarily those that 
pursued the economic policy of Zionism, expressed in the slogans 
“Jewish Land”, “Jewish work” and “Jewish product”. 

The Zionist conceptions of a “Jewish state” lay at the foun- 
dation of Israeli state law. The population of Israel is rigidly di- 
vided into Jews and non-Jews, who are given different rights 
and obligations. During the first decades of Israel’s existence, the 
Arab population lived under conditions of virtual occupation and 
were deprived of the freedom of movement. Palestinian Arabs 
expelled during the war of 1948-1949 were not permitted to 
return to their homes and their property was confiscated and 
given to Jewish immigrants. 

Zionist leaders considered that a rigid segregation of the Jewish 
and Arab population of Israel ought to be implemented. In the 
words of one of the leaders of the Labour Zionists, T. Kollek, 
it was a case of not allowing Jewish and Arab citizens to mix: 
“We have no intention of creating a melting pot for Arabs and 
Jews along American lines.”*’ Thus, whereas American Zionists, 
under pretense of criticising the concept of a “melting pot” (i. e. 
the creation of a unified American nation as a result of the mix- 
ing of various ethnic components), attempt to substantiate the 
necessity for a struggle against assimilation of Jews in the USA, 
the Israeli Zionists see a threat of assimilation in the creation of 
the Israeli nation. It was no coincidence that the Israeli Supreme 
Court refused to recognise the Israeli nationality instead of the 
Jewish, and resolved : “There is no Israeli nation apart from the 
Jewish people and the Jewish people consists not only of the peo- 
ple residing in Israel but also of the Jews in the Diaspora.”** Con- 
sequently, the leading circles of Israel are trying to turn the 
reactionary Zionist theory of the existense of a “Jewish world 
people” not only into the basis of the legal system of the state, 
but also into a concept of international law. 

The “citizenship law” adopted in 1952 is blatantly racist. It 
states that Israeli citizenship is automatically granted to all Jew- 
ish immigrants, but denied to Palestinian Arabs who previously 
lived on the territory of Israel and who were forced to leave 
their native homes as a result of the war of 1948-1949. In 1971, 
an amendment was proposed to the “citizenship law”, which gave 
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the Israeli Interior Ministry the right to grant citizenship to any 
Jew, wherever he may live, if, in the ministry’s opinion, he intends 
to emigrate to Israel at some time in the future. No written request 
is essential, only an application from his relations is required. 

At the beginning of the seventies, the Zionist leadership of Is- 
rael attempted to formulate a “universal” concept of “world citi- 
zenship” for Jews in the Diaspora. Quite significant is the speech 
made by one of the Herut party leaders, R. Kotlowitz (at pres- 
ent a member of the executive committee and head of the im- 
migration department of the Jewish Agency) at a session of the 
WZO General Council in February 1973. It contained a detailed 
explanation of the “ideology of Zionism, about the Jewish people, 
about the State of Israel, and about the ties between the people 
and the state’’.°® 

In his programme, R. Kotlowitz did not merely demand the 
“dual loyalty” of Jews in the Diaspora. In essence he demanded 
exclusive loyalty to state of Israel from persons of Jewish nationali- 
ty wherever they lived and regardless of their status as citizens 
of other states. ‘This is made graphically clear in the list of obli- 
gations which Kotlowitz forced upon “potential citizens”: ‘First 
of all the obligations: financial aid, political aid, and aid that is 
requested of him... 

“Secondly, to fight for the existence of the state in times of 
war and danger. That is to say, that when the state is attacked, 
the Jew abroad must come to its aid in any way possible, includ- 
ing combat.’*° Thus, persons of Jewish nationality are regarded 
as Israeli “taxpayers” even when they remain citizens of other 
countries. They are required to conduct political activity in sup- 
port of Israel’s course. Finally, they are obliged to fulfil all de- 
mands made of them by Israeli Zionists, up to participation in 
wars of aggression started by Tel Aviv. 

R. Kotlowitz’ views on the “rights” he allots to Jews in the 
Diaspora are even more presumptuous. He attaches to these 
“rights” not only the legally consolidated right to immigrate to Is- 
rael and receive citizenship, but also the “right” to receive, while 
being abroad, the protection of the state ... for instance, in Rus- 
sia”, and also, “the right to be a full partner in historical and 
practical decisions, such as... the matter of the new territories”.** 
Thus, the “rights of a potential citizen” are aimed not only at in- 
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stigating immigratory sentiment among Soviet citizens of Jewish 
nationality, but also at making use of Zionists in the Diaspora in 
the fight against opponents of the annexationist course within Is- 
rael itself. Israeli communists note that such propositions must 
counteract “the increasing opposition to government policy by 
means of granting citizenship to Zionists in capitalist countries”.°? 

Although the programme expounded above was not fully or for- 
mally consolidated into Israeli legislation, it is widely applied by 
the Zionist ruling circles as a practical platform. Speaking in the 
Knesseth on June 20, 1977, with an account of the political plat- 
form of the Likud bloc government, Prime Minister Begin put 
major importance on “recognition of the unity of fate and part- 
nership in the struggle for the existence of the Jewish people in 
Eretz Yisra’el and in the Diaspora”, and stressed that “the govern- 
ment will regard the encouragement of immigration as the first 
of the Nation’s duties”’.®* 

The stand taken up by Israeli Zionists on the question of the 
correlation between the concepts of a “Jewish state” and a “Jew- 
ish world people”, was a logical development of the theories 
of political Zionism of the period prior to Israel’s establishment. 
N. Goldmann, who was president of the WZO from 1954 to 
1968, stated: “There is no other state in the world where 90% 
of the people live outside of it.’** Relying on the Zionist state 
regime they had established, the leading circles of Israel tried to 
use this fact to substantiate the principle of the Israeli govern- 
ment’s supremacy in the affairs of international Zionism. Thus, 
Prime Minister D. Ben Gurion asserted: “The basis of Zionism is 
neither friendship nor sympathy, but the love of Israel... It must 
be an unconditional love. There must be a complete solidarity 
with the state and the people of Israel.”®® Soon after the crea- 
tion of the State of Israel, Ben Gurion demanded complete subor- 
dination on the part of the WZO-JA, and declared that the joint 
duty of the Zionist organisation and the Zionist movement was 
to assist the State of Israel in all cases and under all circumstances. 

This policy of the Israeli centre of international Zionism 
aroused the dissatisfaction of leaders of the American centre, who 
were also claiming the leading role in WZO-JA. 

L. Brandeis’ follower M. Kaplan wrote in 1948: “The tie that 
binds Diaspora Jewry to Eretz Israel is a cultural and religious 
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one.”’®* At the same time, one of the leaders of ZOA, L. Levin- 
thal, wrote in his article “American Zionism in the Post-State 
Era’, “Actually, Zionism aimed not only to rebuild Jewish Pales- 
tine, but also to rebuild Jewish life wherever Jews live... We see 
in the State of Israel an indispensable means of achieving that 
supreme ideal.”®’ 

Consequently, whereas Israel Zionists, in developing the con- 
cepts of political Zionism, gave prime importance to the strength- 
ening of the Jewish state, and regarded the Jews in the Dias- 
pora as a means to that end, the American Zionists, leaning upon 
the dogmas of spiritual Zionism, saw their objective primarily in 
the strengthening of the Jewish people in the Diaspora, and re- 
garded Israel merely as a means to achieve this. The difference 
in approach of the two centres of international Zionism to the 
theoretical platform, reflected a conflict of interests between the 
American bourgeoisie of Jewish origin and the leading elite of 
Israel. And, although there was an indisputable superiority of 
a financial and economic kind on the side of American Zionists, 
Israeli Zionists opposed it by the “authority” of a state, which 
they had unified by “realisation of the Zionist ideals”. 

The main reason for the conflict between the Israeli Zionists 
headed by D. Ben Gurion and the American Zionists headed by 
A. Silver, was the desire to seize the leading position in interna- 
tional Zionism. This is acknowledged, in particular, by the authors 
of an investigation published in the USA under the editorship 
of P. Fishman: “The Israelis wanted Jerusalem to be the center 
of all Zionist activities throughout the world, and American Zio- 
nists fought the imposition of Israel’s authority over the Zionist 
organisation.” 

The “ideological” debates served to conceal the attempts by 
leaders of the opposing Zionist centres to seize control of the po- 
litical and financial organs of the WZO-JA. D. Ben Gurion, in 
particular, wanted to keep his posts as Prime Minister of Israel 
and chairman of the executive committee of the Jewish Agency, 
and declared that in his opinion, “a Zionist is a person who set- 
tles in Israel’’.®® 

Summarising the position of the majority of Jewish bourgeois 
nationalists in the USA, the president of the American Jewish 
Congress (now the vice-president of the World Jewish Con- 
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gress) A. Hertzberg wrote: “The Jewish leadership in America 
is becoming more and more responsible for the future of Jews 
all over the world. Its first concern should be the question 
of the future existence of the Jewish community itself in the 
USA.”*° In essence, this attitude reflects the claim by the Ameri- 
can upper bourgeoisie of Jewish origin to lead the Jews of the 
world. 

The Israeli leadership consider such an approach unaccept- 
able. It was D. Ben Gurion who had already said: “It was al- 
ways my view that we have always to consider the interests of 
Diaspora Jewry—any Jewish community that was concerned. But 
there is one crucial distinction—not what they think are their 
interests, but what we regarded as their interests. 

“If it was a case vital for Israel, and the interests of the 
Jews concerned were different, the vital interests of Israel came 
first—because Israel is vital for world Jewry.”"! B. Adelson, a 
member of Herut declared at a meeting of the General Council 
of the WZO: “It is a dagger pointed at the very vital of Israel 
and the health of world Jewry. Those who would proclaim the 
independence of the Diaspora from Israel .. . are enemies. . . Every 
artifice and effort must be used to maintain the strength of 
Israel and the self-sacrificing attachment of American Jewry 
in Israel. This fight can only be led by the united forces of Zio- 
nism in the U.S., with the assistance of Israel.”’7? 

Nevertheless, the common character of class attitudes allowed 
close contacts to be established between the American big bour- 
geoisie of Jewish origin and the ruling circles of Israel. The leaders 
of the American Jewish community, who represent the interests 
of an influential group of the American ruling class, have no 
desire, however, to recognise the leading role of Israel. The 
idea of “interdependence” became the slogan for the majority 
of Jewish bourgeois nationalists in America. This is explained 
in the following way: “...One of the cornerstones of American 
Jewish commitment to Israel is the provision of aid to ensure 
its physical survival and economic viability. In addition, the Ame- 
rican Jewish community increasingly recognizes Israel as the cul- 
tural center of the Jewish people which will continue to main- 
tain various communities throughout the Diaspora.” 

Israeli Zionists could not ignore the financial and _ political 
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influence of the American bourgeoisie of Jewish origin, nor 
their demands. As a result, the dogmatic appeals from political 
Zionism about the rapid aliyah from “all countries” began to 
recede into the background. ‘The theory of the “two Diasporas” 
appeared—sending immigrants to Israel and rendering financial 
and political assistance. The result was the establishment of 
interdependence between the Israeli and American centres of 
Jewish bourgeois nationalism. 

At the 29th WZO Congress, the organisational reconstruction 
of the system of international Zionism, begun alter 1967, was 
in essence completed. This reconstruction led to a significant 
rapprochement between official Zionists and formally non-Zionist 
Jewish bourgeois-nationalist circles in the Diaspora. Thus the 
organisational and political differences between these trends of 
Jewish bourgeois nationalism decreased considerably, though they 
did not disappear completely. 

‘This development of events plays into the hands of the leading 
circles of Israel, particularly of the extremist government of the 
Likud bloc, headed by M. Begin. The 29th WZO Congress adopt- 
ed a resolution supporting the annexationist policy of the Israeli 
government: ‘““The Congress reaffirms that the right of the Jew- 
ish people to the Land of Israel is inalienable.”’* Plans were 
approved to create new Jewish settlements on the Israeli-occu- 
pied Arab territories. Moreover, the congress adopted a resolution 
on strengthening the anti-Soviet campaign under the slogan “free- 
dom for Soviet Jews to emigrate to Israel”. 

At the 29th WZO Congress the Israeli Zionists were forced to 
make certain concessions to the Jewish bourgeois nationalists 
in the Diaspora. A resolution was passed on “religious pluralism” 
giving Zionists, both the adherents of Reform and Conservative 
Judaism, and orthodox Jews equal status. Even more important 
was the congress decision that “the continuity of Jewish life in 
the Diaspora is a reality”, and that “dynamic Jewish communi- 
ties in the Diaspora, committed to Zionist ideals and emotional- 
ly tied to Eretz Israel, help ensure the survival of Israel and of 
the Jewish People’”.*® Thus the 29th congress reflected the con- 
solidation of positions within the WZO not only of the ruling 
circles of Israel, but also of the American bourgeoisie of Jewish 
origin. 
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Lately, the claims by Zionists tu represent the Jews of the 
world are becoming more and more obviously a failure. In Israel 
itself, there is an increasing resistance among workers to the 
home and foreign policy of the Zionist leadership. Zionist ideol- 
ogy and policy are emphatically condemned by the world com- 
munity. This has been demonstrated in the resolution passed 
by the United Nations General Assembly, which branded Zionism 
as a form of racism and racial discrimination. 

Many prominent figures in the Zionist movement also admit 
the bankruptcy of Zionist dogmas. For instance, a member of 
the executive committee of the Jewish Agency, ex-president of 
the American Jewish Congress, rabbi Arthur Hertzberg, wrote: 
“Classical Zionism asserted that it understood and could tame 
anti-Semitism; that it could either sustain or make an end of 
the Diaspora; and that at the very least, it would create in Is- 
rae! a normal nation among the nations. As a matter of fact, all 
of these propositions have been disproved by history. Since it 
is impolitic to say such things out loud, Zionist discussion has 
been sterile in recent years.”’** 

N. Goldmann is particularly prominent among the Zionist ideol- 
ogists who are unsuccessfully trying to find a way out of the 
severe ideological and political crisis. Goldmann took part in 
Zionist activities even before the First World War, and headed 
both the World Zionist Organisation and the World Jewish Con- 
gress for many years. But, since his resignation from these posts, 
he has been actively calling for the Zionist programme to be 
amended. Moreover, Goldmann criticises quite sharply the ex- 
tremist policy of M. Begin’s government and openly condemns 
the Camp David deal between Egypt, Israel and the USA. He 
also attempts to dissociate himself from the more provocative ac- 
tions of the organisers of the anti-Soviet Zionist campaign. He 
is the author of the idea of the “neutralisation” of the State of 
Israel in order to establish conditions for a peaceful settlement 
to the Middle East conflict. 

Despite this, Goldmann by no means renounces the fundamental 
dogmas of Zionism. Recognising, on the whole, the groundless- 
ness of the theories of Herzl and Ahad Ha’am, he does not, how- 
ever, cease attempting to “synthesise” the various Zionist views 
in order to save Zionism. “The great mistake made by most 
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Zionist leaders—including myself—was to focus almost exclu- 
sively on the political aspects of Zionism,”’? wrote Goldmann in 
the American journal Foreign Policy in the winter of 1980. In 
fact, he was proposing the renewal of Zionism through the 
ideas of spiritual Zionism: ‘“‘A Jewish state that is like all other 
states is...a fundamental distortion of the unique character of 
the Jewish people, in which religion, race, and nation are com- 
bined. In order to be true to this character, Israel must be unique 
and exceptional. It must be independent and sovereign but 
its main purpose must be to preserve and continue the creative 
contributions of the Jewish people to civilization, religion, cul- 
ture, art, and science.”’* Goldmann is in no way renouncing 
the unscientific concept of the existence of a world Jewish na- 
tion, or the idea of Israel being a state of the entire Jew- 
ish people. Israel, fe writes, must intervene “in contro- 
versial issues only when the defense of the Jewish position in 
any given country requires it’”’.’° 

The journal American Zionist published by the Zionist Orga- 
nisation of America, sees a way out of the crisis in a “Zionisa- 
tion” of Israel, ie. in granting the Zionists of the Diaspora, wha 
reflect the interests of the big bourgeoisie of Jewish origin, a 
greater role in the affairs of the State of Israel. Recalling that 
during the years of the British mandate to Palestine Zionists de- 
manded the establishment in the country of an “appropriate co- 
lonial regime”, the journal makes the following conclusion: “Zio- 
nism must expect the same role from Israel today. It entails an 
involvement of the Zionist movement in Israel on the broader 
front of social-economic development, as well as political con- 
frontation... A case in point is now the question of the settle- 
ment on the West Bank, Gaza and the Golan Heights. The Zion- 
ist movement must give its full support to the settlement 
program, not only because of Israel’s security needs, but also be- 
cause a larger Israel is needed to fulfill the Zionist task of ab- 
sorbing large masses of olim who will no doubt come to the 
homeland. . .”’8° 

There has recently been an intensification of social, economic 
and political problems within Israel. Political groupings of a 
pro-fascist type operate openly in the country. Their main force 
has become the organisation Gush Emunim (Council of Believ- 


31 


ers). The members of this organisation are trying to achieve 
the rapid settlement of occupied Arab territories. They are put- 
ting their fascist ideas into practice with the tacit and overt 
help of the authorities. 

On November 8, 1979, a new ultra-right-wing party called 
Tehiya (Resurrection) appeared in Israel. It accused Begin’s gov- 
ernment of conducting a policy that was “insufficiently rigid”. 
Among its leaders are several former Israeli army and intelligence 
chiefs, including the director of Israel’s nuclear programme, Prof. 
Yuval Neeman. The supporters of Tehiya assert that the ‘“‘flag 
of Israel has been defamed” owing to the conclusion of the sepa- 
rate Israeli-Egyptian agreement, and demand that the Sinai 
Desert should not be restored to Egypt. Tehiya demands the 
immediate annexation of Arab lands occupied in 1967. It is 
not accidental that G. Cogan, a deputy to the Knesseth from this 
party, was the initiator of a law passed in July 1980 which de- 
clared Jerusalem “the one and indivisible capital” of the State of 
Israel. It is also not accidental that this proposal was adopted 
in the Knesseth primarily by the votes of the ruling Likud bloc 
members. This demonstrates the broad support given by the Is- 
raeli establishment to extreme right-wing forces. 

The ideological and political crisis of Zionism was also reflected 
in the attempts by a certain section of the Israeli bourgeois and 
petty-bourgeois intelligentsia to “overcome” Zionist ideology. Re- 
presentatives of this trend who were named “Canaanites”* in 
Israel (many of them had earlier been Zionist activists) are now 
severely criticising Zionist dogmas. “We, the sons and daughters 
of Zionism, are indeed a new nation, not just another part of 
world Jewry that happens to live in Palestine,’** wrote the Is- 
raeli journalist and member of the Knesseth, Uri Avnery in the 
book Israel Without Zionism. Another Canaanite, the journalist 
Boas Evron, speaking out against the Zionist thesis of the “unity 
of Israel and the Jewish people” and demonstrating the falsity 
of the conception of a Jewish world nation, concluded: “We 
are an independent entity that must follow its own path, and 
not remain shackled by the past.”®? “If the Jews are not a na- 


* Canaan—the name of Palestine before its conquest by ancient Jew- 
ish tribes. 
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tion, but an ethnoreligious community,” he declared, “then the 
Hebrew public in this country, which possesses many of the prop- 
erties of a nation (common language, territory and national in- 
stitutions) has already outgrown that framework.”®* The adhe- 
rents of the Canaanite trend, calling themselves the representa- 
tives of true Israeli nationalism, demand the acknowledgement 
of the formation of a new nation in Israel. They call this nation 
Hebrew and not Jewish* since, as the Israeli publicist and poet 
Jonathan Ratosh noted, Zionism “has imposed ‘Jewish conscious- 
ness’ to inhibit the national development of the new Hebrew na- 
tion, to sap its vital force and threaten its very existence”.** Uri 
Avnery and others adhering to this point of view put forward the 
slogan of de-Zionisation of Israel because, in their opinion, hav- 
ing reached its goal, Zionism had become antiquated. 

The Canaanite theoretical platform is evidence that the ob- 
jective process of the forming of the Israeli nation has an effect 
also on the ideology of a certain section of the Israeli national 
bourgeoisie who are dissatisfied with the dominance in the coun- 
try of foreign capital, and with the trend pursued by the govern- 
ing circles of rigid adherence to Zionist dogma. However, the 
Canaanites are still only an insignificant group critical of the 
Israeli Zionist establishment. This is explained primarily by the re- 
lative weakness of the Israeli national bourgeoisie: the majority of 
Israeli capitalists are inseparably bound to foreign capital and 
perform the role of “compradores” in relation to American and 
West European monopolies. At the same time the high level of 
development of state capitalism in the country promotes the 
fusion of the Israeli bourgeoisie with the Zionist regime. The ex- 
ploitation of the cheap Arab labour force and the uncontrolled 
domination on the colonial market, which has sprung up on 
the occupied Arab territories, strengthen the economic interest of 
Israeli employers in the continuation of the aggressive Zionist pol- 
icy. Therefore, Zionism, as before, remains the ideology of the 
Israeli bourgeoisie as a whole. It is not accidental, that following 
the 1967 war, some Canaanites ceased their sharp criticism of 


* In ancient Hebrew the term Jew (Jehudi) signified only the mem- 
bers of the Judah tribe and later the inhabitants of the Judaic state, 
whereas the term Ivrits (Haivrim) applied to all those who lived on the 
territory in question, “beyond the river”. 
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Zionism. J. Ratosh, for example, even began to preach the crea- 
tion of Great Israel under Canaanite slogans. As for Israeli bour- 
geois nationalists like U. Avnery, they usually give up their 
joint activities with progressive anti-Zionist forces, preferring to 
ally themselves with so-called left-Zionist circles. This causes ad- 
ditional problems in establishing in the country a_ united 
front opposed to the policy of aggression and racial discrimi- 
nation. 

“Our party acts for a maximum rallying of forces for the strug- 
gle for common aims; and, at the same time, it conducts the ideo- 
logical struggle. Differences in ideological views must not pre- 
vent the rallying of all forces in the vital struggle for peace, de- 
mocracy and the workers’ rights. However, the struggle for unity 
of action must not prevent ideological polemics and struggle,’ 
emphasise the Israeli communists, who head the democratic for- 
ces of the country. Thanks to their selfless struggle, more and 
more sections of the Israeli population are beginning to under- 
stand the reactionary nature of the ideology and policies of the 
Zionist leadership. In these conditions, the prospect of the de- 
feat of extremist Zionist circles has become real and this will 
strike a powerful blow at the Zionist position in the 
country. 

In the resolution passed by the 17th Congress of the Com- 
munist Party of Israel “The Struggle Against Zionist Ideology and 
Practice—a Vital Necessity for the Israeli People and All Pro- 
gressive Forces” it was stated: 

“Zionist policy in the countries where capitalism reigns, as- 
sists the reactionary, racist and anti-Semitic forces. Therefore 
every support given to Zionist policy does not only not constitute 
a support of the true national interests of the Israeli people 
and the interests of the Jewish workers, but it contradicts them. 
Zionism, not only gives no security to the Israeli people, but 
endangers the Israeli people. Zionist policy, which reigns supreme 
in the State of Israel, imperils the security and future of the State 
of Israel, puts the people living in Israel on top of a volcano, 
abandons the destinies of Israel to the tender mercies of imperial- 
ism; isolates Israel from the Arab world which lives around it 
and makes Israel hated by that world; isolates Israel from the 
socialist world, headed by the Soviet Union, from the 
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peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America, which tight against 
imperialism and for their national and social liberation. Thus, 


the 
of I 
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struggle against Zionist ideology and practice is a cause 


sraeli patriotism.”** 
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L. Dadiani 


THE ZIONIST “VERSION” 
OF SOCIALISM 


A special place among the mass of pseudo-socialist doctrines, 
and specifically the various ‘“‘national socialisms”, is occupied 
by Zionist “socialism”. The emergence of this anti-Marxist, pet- 
ty-bourgeois nationalist concept (some prefer to call it “social- 
ist Zionism” or even “proletarian Zionism’, and occasionally one 
comes across terms like “Jewish socialism” or “Israeli socialism” ) 
dates from the late 19th-early 20th century. 

For many decades Zionist pseudo-socialism has been one of 
the main ideological and political trends in international Zionism. 
A great deal of books have been written on this subject, mainly 
by leaders and theoreticians of social-Zionist parties and interna- 
tional social-democracy, and also by liberal bourgeois writers. 
As a rule, these books defend Zionist socialism although they some- 
times disagree on, or even oppose individual theoretical prin- 
ciples, and some actions by the Israeli government and the leader- 
ship of the World Zionist Organisation—Jewish Agency (WZO- 
JA). 

Soon after the formation of the WZO in 1897, some leading 
members began trying to conceal the class essence of Zionism by 
using “socialist” phraseology. They hoped thus to limit the parti- 
cipation of Jewish working people in the revolutionary social-dem- 
ocratic movement, and to attract them into Zionist parties and 
organisations. They also tried to reinforce the illusion, held by 
some, that the creation of a “Jewish state” (pseudo-socialist 
Zionists described this as a kind of classless formation or, at 
any rate, as something distinctive from any other state) was the 
only escape from oppression, exploitation and the only way to 
ensure their legitimate rights. Moreover, Zionists were forced 
to take into consideration the facts that at the end of the 19th 
century, “Marxian socialism ... proved to be the principal mag- 
net for politically minded Jews”.* 
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Claiming to be “socialists” and “defenders of proletarian inte- 
rests”, left-wing Zionists strove to gain support from among 
the workers’ and trade union movements in Europe and America 
and from social-democratic parties and the Second International. 

The theories of “Zionist socialism” arose in the late 19th-early 
20th century. Various pseudo-socialist Zionist organisations and 
parties emerged in Russia, Austria-Hungary, the United States, 
Palestine and several other countries. A recurrent theme of these 
theories was the idea that the Jewish state should (because it 
was bound to) be a socialist state. 

The well-known theoretician of “Zionist socialism”, Ber Bo- 
rochov (1881-1917), one of the founders of the Jewish Social- 
Democratic Labour Party, Po’ale Zion (Workers of Zion) stated 
that Marx and Engels did not really elaborate a scientific theory 
of the national question and the national liberation struggle, and 
that Marx’s definition of class was “unstable and possibly even 
ainbiguous”. With the intention of correcting and supplementing 
Marxism, Borochov put forward the theory of “real nationalism”, 
which he claimed, “does not obscure class consciousness”, and 
which “is found ...only among the progressive elements of op- 
pressed nations”,? 

In his theoretical doctrine, Borochov called for the class struggle 
to be temporarily sacrificed for the sake of national liberation. 
In fact, behind the Marxist disguise of his statements he was 
preaching the priority of nationalism over socialism, and was 
summoning Jewish workers to accept bourgeois ideology and po- 
litical leadership. 

Overemphasising what he called the “abnormality of the so- 
cial structure of Jewry” (i.e. the almost total absence, owing to 
several historical reasons, of a Jewish industrial and agricultural 
proletariat, not to mention a Jewish peasantry), Borochov con- 
tended that while there was ruthless national competition, the 
Jewish proletariat could neither become a social class nor strug- 
gle in any way, nor could the petty bourgeoisie be made proleta- 
rian. Borochov considered it essential to “normalise” the Jewish 
social structure (which he referred to as a reversed pyramid), 
and since Zionism was allegedly helping to do this, it was a 
“historical necessity”. 

According to Borochov, the formation of a Jewish proletariat 
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in agriculture and heavy industry was only possible within Jew- 
ish “territorial and political autonomy” in an economically un- 
derdeveloped country. This was because petty and middle Jewish 
emigré capital and the Jewish emigré labour force could only 
penetrate this type of territory. Borochov considered that there 
would be no danger of competition in a country that had not 
yet developed into a closed economic body, and thus the Jewish 
proletariat would be able to conduct its class struggle. 

So, Borochov was summoning Jewish workers to give up the 
fight for democracy and socialism in the countries where they 
lived, for the sake of a future struggle in Palestine. In his main 
work, Our Platform, Borochov wrote that only “when the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat has been achieved”, will the latter organise 
social production. Until that time, the proletariat as a class 
should not, according to Borochov, interfere in the “constructive 
activities”, i.e. was obliged to fully promote the Zionist, bour- 
geois-nationalist colonisation of Palestine.* 

It is easy to see that “proletarian Zionism”, or so-called Boro- 
chovism, is a nationalist petty-bourgeois theory which removed 
the economic problems of Jewish workers at the turn of the 
century from the context of general capitalist development and 
the class struggle in tsarist Russia and other countries with Jew- 
ish population. This theory, like Zionism as a whole, completely 
ignored the fact that the reasons for the difficult position of Jew- 
ish workers lay in the capitalist system. 

It was soon proved by developments that Marxism can only 
be combined with Zionism (or any other type of nationalism) 
on paper. According to the Israeli Zionist scholar V. D. Segre, 
when Borochov returned to Russia from the United States after 
the February Revolution, “he made his appeal more and more 
to simple Jewish nationalism”.‘ In a speech at a conference of 
Po’ale Zion in September 1917, Borochov stressed that Palestine 
was not only “the strategic basis for the struggle of the Jewish 
working class” (this was mere demagogy to attract Jewish work- 
ers and the intelligentsia to Zionism), but also “the basis for its 
constructive activities”.° 

Thus, Borochov could never have been a Marxist, despite the 
fact that social-democratic and Zionist authors still write about 
him as such. He was a nationalistic falsifier of scientific socialism 
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and on a number of vital issues, his position was that of a so- 
cial-reformist. 

Nachman Syrkin (1867-1924), the theoretician of a dominant 
social-Zionist trend, preached an eclectic combination of Jew- 
ish petty-bourgeois nationalism, ethnocentricity, religious mys- 
ticism and moderate social-reformism. Syrkin claimed that ‘Marx- 
ian methods of bringing about social revolution, while applicable 
to normal nations, could not be applied to a unique people like 
the Jews”. He supplemented the general Zionist thesis of Jewish 
uniqueness by maintaining that “all Jewish classes shared a com- 
mon vision of salvation of which Zionism was both symbol and 
practical expression.”® According to Syrkin, Zionism is socialism. 
“There was inherent in Zionism itself,’ he wrote, “a universal 
promise which lifted it from the level of a mere nationalist 
movement to the lofty heights of a great social ideal.”” 

The theory of “constructive socialism” put forward by Syrkin in 
the late 1890s, was intended to convince Jewish working people 
that socialism in Palestine would be a product of “labour co- 
lonisation” and the development of cooperatives led by national 
and reformist trade unions. Syrkin called for a “socialist society” 
to be constructed not by a revolutionary class struggle and the 
elimination of capitalism, but with the aid of “Jewish national 
capital” and via Zionist institutions. A former anti-clerical, at 
the beginning of his activity, Syrkin, fervently exclaimed in 
1919 that in the Holy Land, “Jewish labour and the soul of 
Judaism would blossom, living by Torah, the teachings of the 
prophets, Midrash, Jewish philosophy and Hasidism*”.§ 

The third “father” of social-Zionism is Aaron David Gordon 
(1856-1922), a Rousseauist and Tolstoyan, a preacher of the 
utopian “religion of labour”.® Gordon interpreted the Zionist 
slogan “Back to earth” as the need to set up a decentralised, 
agrarian cooperative society by means of a full and creative uni- 
fication of man and nature. This society would help to form 
“a new people, a people in the true human sense—a humane peo- 
ple”.’° Gordon’s abstract non-class ethic ideas, the apology of 
labour as such and the call for the moral and social improve- 


* Hasidism—a mystic trend of Judaism, preaching passivity and re- 
signation in the face of evil and social injustice. 
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ment of workers (in fact this was mainly directed at Zionist set- 
tlers and colonialists) actively promoted the Zionist colonisation 
of Palestine, by obscuring and infecting the workers’ class con- 
sciousness with nationalism. 

One of Gordon’s followers, the labour leader Hayim Arloso- 
roff, who in the early 1930s held an important post in the 
Zionist hierarchy as member of the Jewish Agency’s Executive, 
directing its Political Department, put forward a theory of “po- 
pulist Jewish socialism”. In contrast to Syrkin who recognised 
the existence of a Jewish bourgeoisie (whom, by a mere stroke 
of the pen, he made a supporter of a socialist Palestine), Arloso- 
roff declared that “‘in the national sense, the entire Jewish peo- 
ple is proletarian’”’!, and therefore any class struggle among the 
Jews was meaningless. 

Misleading the working people, some social-Zionist theorists 
wrote that in Palestine Jewish workers would bypass capitalism 
and would immediately establish a “socialist Jewish society”. 

Declarations by social-Zionists of adherence to historical mate- 
rialism, to international social-democracy, to the safeguarding of 
Jewish proletarian interests, and to the class-proletarian outlook 
(some even swore allegiance to Marxism) in fact have always 
been merely a cover for petty-bourgeois Zionism. 

Petty-bourgeois nationalist ideologists of Zionist “socialism” 
had no wish to admit that the majority of Jewish workers in 
Russia, Austria-Hungary and elsewhere (such as the countries 
to which Jews had emigrated like the USA, Latin American 
countries and others, including Palestine itself) were exploited, 
as a rule, by Jewish capitalists. The “national economy” which 
would lead, according to social-Zionists, to beneficial and even 
revolutionary changes in the economic status of Jews in general, 
and Jewish workers in particular, in fact represented nothing 
more than the creation of conditions under which Jewish workers 
would be exploited exclusively by Jewish capitalists. As Lenin’s 
newspaper Iskra pointed out on October 10, 1901, a “Jewish 
state”, which social-Zionists considered the essential and only 
suitable basis for the “Jewish revolution”, could in reality only 
be a bourgeois state, governed by the bourgeoisie independently 
or with the help of Zionist Labour leaders. The ostentatious 
pseudo-revolutionary slogan put forward by social-Zionists: “Be 
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a Zionist in the revolution and a revolutionary in Zion”, was 
intended in practice to numb the consciousness of Jewish workers, 
thus making them serve the bourgeoisie. It was also meant to 
confuse and misinform the world public. 

All the main slogans of social-Zionists are borrowed (some- 
times with a few minor modifications) straight from bourgeois 
Zionists. 

Social-Zionists continue to falsify and pervert a number of 
Marxist propositions by trying to infuse them with a nationalist 
and social-reformist content, and by interpreting them in a na- 
tionalistic and opportunistic way. For example, the Palestinian 
social-Zionist Berl Katznelson, in publicising the activity of La- 
bour Zionists, wrote: “The working class cannot liberate it- 
self unless the entire nation is liberated with it.”!? What he meant 
by liberation was Zionist colonisation of Palestine and subse- 
quent creation of a “purely Jewish state” on the territory, ie. 
a capitalist and, moreover, a chauvinist and racist state. By the 
word “nation”, Katznelson obviously meant the “world Jewish 
nation”, the exterritorial “Jewish people”. 

Despite the fact that on both the ideological and practical po- 
litical level, Zionism has always been a colonialist and pro-im- 
perialist trend, social-Zionists demagogically assert that Zionists 
were the first to unite socialism and national liberation and that 
supposedly “radical socialist movements of the Third World and 
their supporters elsewhere might learn a great deal from Zion- 
ism” .78 

Zionist pseudo-socialists, like all Zionists, falsely assert the 
permanence of anti-Semitism and state provocatively that a so- 
cialist revolution is unable to solve the “Jewish question”, but 
on the contrary, further aggravates it, and that the Jews would 
feel worse under socialism than under capitalism. For example, 
Berl Locker wrote in 1931: “In Socialist society especially, our 
nation would be unable to bear its homelessness, and we should 
earnestly strive with all our strength to build up our [i.e. Zion- 
ist] national centre in Palestine”.'* 

Segre gave a rather apt description of the movement: “Social- 
ist Zionism has always been conspicuous for its lackiof originality 
and profundity. To survey the writing of its theoreticians, from 
Ber Borochov to Ben Gurion, is to take a boring trip over a 
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sea of ideological incongruities, political banalities, cultural pa- 
rochialism, and idealistic intellectualism.”?® 

The activity of social-Zionist parties has always (with very few 
exceptions—in the early days of the movement) been centred 
around “national unity” and “common destiny” with the bour- 
geoisie. Social-Zionists tried to claim that it was Jewish workers 
who were more interested in Zionism, the colonisation of Pale- 
stine and in the creation of a “Jewish state”, than any other 
Jewish class or social layer, and that they were most consistent 
and enthusiastic in this respect. 

The three trends of Labour Zionism described above have, 
from the start, had more similarities than differences. As the 
Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel pointed out, “In general, it 
may be said that all three trends in Labor Zionism were inter- 
related and converged at one point or another.”’*® 

The unscientific, nationalist ideas of the Jewish working class’ 
special path of development, and of the possibility of resolving 
the Jewish question exclusively by creating a “national home” 
on the land of the fathers, have logically led the supporters of 
socialist Zionism to reaction and counter-revolution. 

While Lenin’s Bolshevik Party was firmly and_ consistently 
leading the workers of Russia towards complete social and na- 
tional liberation, the Minsk Committee of Po’ale Zion (also 
known as the Jewish Territorial Labour Party) declared in the 
programme document in 1905: ‘““The Russian Revolution has not 
solved the Jewish question and is nowhere near achieving the 
realisation of Zionism. Neither can it satisfy the modern require- 
ments of the Jewish people.”?’ All the social-Zionist parties in 
Russia at the time backed this position—the Jewish Social-Demo- 
cratic Labour Party (Po’ale Zion), the Zionist-Socialist Labour 
Party (ZSLP or Z-S), and the Socialist Jewish Labour Party 
(SJLP). Any differences between them were on secondary mat- 
ters and remained within the framework of petty-bourgeois na- 
tionalism and social-reformism. 

After the October Revolution, Zionist Labour parties in 
Russia together with the right-wing of the Bund and bourgeois 
Jewish parties, took an active part in the joint struggle waged 
by counter-revolutionary and foreign interventionist forces against 
the young Soviet state. Social-Zionists and other social-reformists 
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and nationalists ruthlessly insulted and slandered the com- 
munists. 

A group of social-Zionists began talking demagogically of the 
need to “unite Labour Zionism with communism”. Behind their 
pseudo-Marxist phraseology and hypocritical declarations of loyal- 
ty to communism, the proletarian revolution and the Soviet gov- 
ernment, the leaders of the so-called Jewish Communist Party 
(Po’ale Zion), set up in 1919, attempted to conduct Zionist pro- 
paganda among Jewish workers with the aim of neutralising Le- 
nin’s criticism of Zionist theory and practice. They thus hoped 
to persuade Jewish workers and handicraftsmen to migrate to Pa- 
lestine. 

Lenin’s party and the international communist movement ex- 
posed the nationalist and opportunist nature of the Jewish Com- 
munist Party (Po’ale Zion). The Second All-Russia Conference 
of Jewish Communist Organisations and of Members of Jewish 
Commissariats,* which took place in Moscow in June 1919, spe- 
cifically stressed the need to expose social-Zionists, especially 
those who professed to be communists. Such people, members 
of Po’ale Zion, it was said in the conference resolution, ‘are in 
fact the carriers of bourgeois Zionist ideas under the flag of com- 
munism. This exploitation of the banner of communism for aims 
completely at odds with its principles must be fully exposed for 
the working people to see.”'* 

The persistent political and educational work which the Rus- 
sian and other communist parties conducted among ‘the Jewish 
workers, soon resulted in a considerable number of ordinary mem- 
bers of the Jewish Communist Party in the Soviet Republics and 
other countries leaving this nationalist and opportunist orga- 
nisation and taking up a genuine communist position. When, in 
December 1922, the JCP in the Soviet Republics dissolved, 
most of its members joined the Russian Bolshevik Party, some 
left politics altogether, but a few continued their anti-national 
activity within right-wing Zionist organisations. The same thing 
occurred in other countries. 


* Local institutions set up in January 1918, by a decree of the Coun- 
cil of People’s Commissars for Jewish Affairs—a body of the People’s 
Commissariat for Nationalities Affairs. 
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Since 1917, contacts, cooperation and mutual rapprochement 
between the various streams in Zionism have become increasingly 
widespread. As the issue of The Jerusalem Post, dedicated to the 
75th anniversary of Labour Zionism, pointed out, Syrkin’s “hu- 
manist socialist Zionism”, Borochovism (which the bourgeois, 
Zionist and social-democratic media frequently continue to link 
with Marxism without any basis) and Gordon’s “religion of la- 
bour”, soon ‘“‘achieved synthesis and unity’’.'® 

In the period between the wars, the social-Zionist parties in 
Palestine, America and a number of European capitalist countries 
took an active part in the Socialist Labour International (SLI) 
and made every effort to divert the Jewish workers away from 
the international proletarian struggle for democracy and social 
liberation, and to infect them with Jewish bourgeois nationalism, 
social-reformism and anti-communism. The Communist Party of 
Poland stated in its programme adopted in 1932, that both 
parties of Po’ale Zion in the country, the right-wing and left- 
wing, represented “a type of nationalist counter-revolutionary 
party among the proletariat...and an agent of bourgeois Zion- 
ism in proletarian disguise”’.’° 

In Palestine, the Zionist-Socialist Party (MAPAI)* has vir- 
tually controlled the community of Jewish colonists (ishuv) since 
1933 and has been a dominating force there since 1930. Following 
the formation of the State of Israel, MAPAI-MAI** remained 
the main party in the government coalitions until the summer of 
1977. From the mid-1930s until 1978 MAPAI (now MAI, the 
Labour Party), together with other Zionist-socialist parties, play- 
ed an important role in the governing bodies of the World Zion- 
ist Organisation. The left-wing Zionist social-democratic Party, 
MAPAM (the United Workers’ Party) still has a certain influence 
in the country, though much less than in the 1940s-1950s. 

In mandated Palestine, many Zionist parties actively cooperat- 
ed with the British colonial authorities in the implementation of 


* Its full name is the Eretz-Yisrael Labour Party. Eretz-Yisrael is 
the Biblical name for all Palestine in Hebrew. 

** MAI (Israeli Labour Party) was formed in January 1968 through 
the amalgamation of two related social-Zionist parties, MAPAI and 
Akhdut Ha’avoda (Unity of Labour) and the RAFI group (The Is- 
raeli Labour List). 
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the latter’s imperialist policy of “divide and rule”. The leaders 
of the Jewish community in Palestine and particularly social-Zio- 
nists, conducted an active policy of colonisation characterised 
by the persistent application of three Zionist mottos, “seizure 
of land”, “seizure of labour” and “Jewish production”. 

The first of these implied the expulsion of the fellaheen (Arab 
peasants) from the plots of land which they and their ancestors 
had tilled for many centuries, and the establishment of militarised 
Zionist settlements on the seized land. The second motto called 
for the complete expulsion of Arab workers from Jewish-owned 
businesses. The third motto gave rise to such phrases as “Don’t 
buy Arab, buy Jewish!”. Zionists differed from other colonialists 
only in that they were attempting not so much to exploit the 
Arabs as to totally banish them from Palestine. 

In order to implement their objectives, the Zionists put for- 
ward the slogan of Jewish defence. With the help of the leading 
social-Zionist trade union Histadrut, they set up the underground 
(later they became semi-legal) military Haganah (self-defence) 
units. These two facts—the activity of the Histadrut and the 
existence of the Haganah—assured social-Zionists a dominant po- 
sition in the ushuv. 

The well-known social-Zionist leader, David Ben Gurion who 
subsequently became Israel’s first Prime Minister, expressed the 
genuine aims of the pseudo-socialist Zionists thus: “The Labour 
Movement has never desired to acquire power in Zionism, Its 
aim has been not power but faithful service, and to this end 
it has been driven to unite all sections of the people round the 
Zionist Movement.’*' “Immigration and colonisation these are 
the two Tablets of the Covenant of Palestine [i.e. Zionist] la- 
bour. Immigration gave us form, and upon colonisation rests 
our existence, and the two are inscribed in letters of fire and 
blood on the banner of our movement,” stressed Ben Gurion. 
He described the programme and objectives of Labour Zionism 
as the “seizure of the country, the establishment of the economy 
and culture and the building of a society”.?* It is easy to see 
that this was a plan for the construction of a bourgeois society 
and state. But Zionism, including its pseudo-socialist wing, in- 
tended to establish not just a capitalist state in the Holy Land 
but a chauvinist and racist one. Thus, both Zionist ideology and 
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practical policy outlined the movement’s colonialist and pro-im- 
perialist nature. 

The Jewish community led by the social-Zionists in mandated 
Palestine, was in practice rather like a state within a state, a 
quasi-state formation of Jewish settlers, whose leaders under 
cover of such words as socialism, democracy and justice, were 
forming not so much a “national home for the Jews” as a base 
for colonialism and imperialism on the ancient land of Palestine. 

Although social-Zionists have always liked to talk of friend- 
ship between nations, even going so far as occasionally to speak 
of internationalism, their ideology and policy remains chauvin- 
ist and racist. 

A clear example of the purely racist attitudes of many social- 
Zionist “‘pioneers” was Moshe Dayan’s father, Sh’muel Dayan, a 
former member of the Knesseth from the Zionist Socialist Party 
(MAPAI). The Zionist publicist Sabtai Teveth wrote of him: 
“For him, the Arabs were just another part of this wild loca- 
lity [i.e. Palestine], like the mosquitoes, insects and wild animals. 
For this reason they were merely temporary. Just as the wild grass 
and prickly bush were liable to be burned and the marsh to be 
dried out, so the diseased and starving Bedouin tribes were de- 
stined to disappear.’”** 

One of the MAPAT leaders, Itzhak Ben-Zvi, who was later 
to become the second Israeli President, announced in 1940 at 
a closed meeting of the investigation commission on Arab-Jewish 
relations, set up by the Jewish Agency for Palestine: “We do 
not have to think about a theory which is interested in devel- 
oping the Arabs. I am not interested in developing the Arabs.”’?° 
Likewise, back in 1917, Ben Gurion, blatantly ignoring the facts, 
stated that “historically and morally”. Palestine was a “land 
without people”.?* As the Israeli bourgeois liberal publicists Aub- 
rey Hodes and Uri Avneri indicate, Ben Gurion (who sometimes 
demagogically preached the need for friendly relations between 
“fraternal Semitic peoples” and of respect for Arab culture) ac- 
tually deeply despised the Arabs.?” Golda Meir, a social-Zionist 
and a former Israeli Prime Minister, who also occasionally made 
deceptive references in support of the Arab population of Is- 
rael, denied the existence of the Palestinian people and their 
right to national self-determination.?" 
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The position of today’s Labour Party leaders is virtually the 
same. The few insignificant differences between them on this issue 
in no way alter the general picture. Individual Labour Party 
leaders admit the existence of the Arab Palestinians (whom they 
call the Palestinian community), and of their right to self-de- 
termination, but make the stipulation that this right can be im- 
plemented only through the establishment of a Jordanian and 
Palestinian federation or confederation. 

The Labour Party (MAI) Congress in December 1980 out- 
lined the party political programme with regard to the Arab- 
Israeli conflict, which was based on the aims mentioned above. 
This document, written mainly by Israel Galili, a leader of the 
Labour right wing, implied that the party was opposed to the 
establishment of an independent Palestinian state on the ter- 
ritory of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, and considered that 
the formation of a Jordanian-Palestinian state was essential for 
a settlement of the Middle East conflict. Moreover, Israel in- 
tends to keep Jerusalem and the hinterland and the Jordan val- 
ley. And, were a social-Zionist government to come to power, 
it would maintain former settlements and continue to set up 
new ones in areas supposedly vital for defence purposes, i.e. in 
the Jordan valley. Analysis of Labour Party documents and de- 
clarations by its leaders concerning a peace settlement in the re- 
gion, and the national rights of the Arab Palestinians, demon- 
strates the party’s intention to combine the Camp David frame- 
work with the so-called Jordanian variant. In other words, it 
will try to conclude a separate deal with King Hussein of Jor- 
dan. 

The MAI party claims that Syria’s Golan Heights are an in- 
herent part of Israel’s defence. However, for tactical reasons, the 
party indicated their willingness to conduct negotiations with 
Syria on the basis of a territorial compromise. At the same time, 
a section of MAI, including affiliated federations of kibbutzim 
and moshavim,* demand the annexation of the Golan Heights 
(a draft law to this effect put forward by the extreme Zionists 
is under review in parliament). 


* Moshavim—private farms of the kulak type, where the land is 
tilled by individual families with the help of employed (usually Arab) 
labour, and with produce marketed through cooperatives. 
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Thus, there are only insignificant and purely tactical differ- 
ences between the position of the extreme right-wing Likud bloc 
and MAI on the Palestinian question and the Arab issue as a 
whole, and they remain within the framework of the general ra- 
cist and annexationist platform of Zionism. 

It is worth noting that the Israeli Labour Party systematically 
and strongly criticised the plan of “administrative” (i.e truncated ) 
autonomy for Palestinians, proposed by Begin’s government. The 
leaders of MAI accused Begin’s cabinet and Likud, saying that 
autonomy could in time lead to the formation of an independ- 
ent Palestinian state. 

A Conservative member of the British Parliament, R. J. Max- 
well Hyslop told the House of Commons in October 1973 of 
his discussion with one of the leaders of MAI, David Hacohen, 
which showed just how far racism has penetrated the conscious- 
ness and behaviour of Zionists who call themselves socialists, and 
what is even stranger, who are recognised as such by the leader- 
ship of the Socialist International. According to Hyslop, Hacohen 
“spoke with great intemperance and at great length to us about 
the Arabs. When he drew breath I was constrained to say: ‘Doc- 
tor Hacohen, I am profoundly shocked that you should speak 
of other human beings in terms similar to those in which Julius 
Streicher spoke of the Jews. Have you learned nothing?’ I shall 
remember his reply to my dying day... “But they are not human 
beings, they are not people, they are Arabs.’ He was speaking 
of the Arab refugees.” *° 

Even some Zionist leaders are forced to admit that the Arab 
population of Israel is subjected to cruel and systematic discri- 
mination. For instance, Sh’muel Toledano, a former adviser on 
Arab affairs for three consecutive prime ministers, who retired 
in January 1977, said in an interview for the paper Haaretz: 
“The status of the Arab national minority in Israel is the worst 
in the world.’*° In the country, there are up to 150 (170, ac- 
cording to other sources) discriminatory laws and decrees relat- 
ing to Arab citizens. What is more, these statutes were passed 
while the social-Zionists headed the Israeli government coalitions. 

The social-Zionist governments in Israel confiscated more than 
650,000 hectares from an approximate total of 800,000 hectares 
of arable land belonging to Arabs (both refugees and those 
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remaining in the country). According to UN figures, the Israe- 
li government has taken property belonging to Arab refugees 
worth a total of 560 iillion dollars (at 1948-49 prices). 

Of course, one cannot completely identify the MAPAM party 
line on the Arab question with the MAT policy, although, when 
it comes down to it, both left-wing social-Zionist parties have 
always been chauvinist and anti-Arab. The petty-bourgeois cri- 
tic. Nathan Weinstock who was formerly an active participant 
in the left-wing Zionist movement, indicated that the Hashomer 
Hatzair Party (a predecessor of MAPAM), “while praising the 
fraternity of peoples, took an active part in the campaign to 
exclude the Arab labour force from Jewish enterprises”.** 

Following the establishment of Israel, MAPAM leaders and 
officials frequently spoke out against the military administration 
in Arab districts, in order to win support from certain sections of 
the Arab population. However, in fact, as part of the govern- 
ment,* MAPAM cooperated in the implementation of the policy 
of discrimination, oppression and expropriation. 

MAPAM leaders have occasionally shown themselves to be 
even more extremist’ than MAPAIT leaders. For example, in 1956, 
MAPAM opposed the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the Gaza 
Strip, while the Prime Minister, Ben Gurion decided for political 
reasons to abandon the occupied region. Differences emerged 
between the social-Zionist parties as a result. Nevertheless, re- 
lying on the lack of information among the world public, the 
MAPAM leadership began to insist that their party was opposed 
to the Sinai operation. 

In 1967, the annexationist and chauvinist wave completely 
overwhelmed MAPAM as well. On June 9, 1967, its political sec- 
retary declared that the party desired a lasting peace “without 
territorial expansion”. But soon MAPAM was to approve not 
only the Israeli annexation of East Jerusalem, but also mass re- 
pression in the occupied districts, the cabinet’s anti-worker poli- 
cy, the virtual annexation of the Gaza Strip, the “modification” 
of borders with Jordan and the maintenance of “order and se- 


curity on the occupied territories’’.** 


* MAPAM was only omitted from government in 1952-1955 and 
in 1962-1965. 
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MAPAM leaders frequently declare that their party “pro- 
{esses to be a ‘Jewish-Arab party’ for the integration of the Is- 
raeli Arabs in the social life of Israel and will constantly fight 
against any appearances of discrimination against them”.°* How- 
ever, these are merely fine words. In reality, members of 
MAPAM support the racist policy of making Galilee and Negev 
Jewish, accompanying this by new seizures of land from the Be- 
douins and peasants, and by the herding of these peoples into 
reservations and ghettos. 

In the past quite a considerable proportion of MAPAM’s mem- 
bership had a realistic and progressive attitude to several issues 
such as the problems of war and peace and relations with Arab 
countries and the Arab national minority in Israel. In this they 
were distinct from those figures who were earnestly urging the 
party to join the MAPAI-MAIT Alignment. However, most of 
these more progressive members, realising the uselessness of their 
attempts to stop MAPAM from becoming permanently right- 
wing, left the party, and a considerable number of left-wingers 
were expelled. The remainder either kept quiet or became right- 
wing themselves, concealing this by making occasionally a cri- 
tical speech which was never backed up by any action. 

Even the groups most critical of the Zionist policies, such 
as the Moked (Focus) Party, SHELLI (Peace and Equality for 
Israel), the Movement for Civil Rights and Breira (Alternative) 
are not entirely free from Zionist racism. 

The social-Zionists have always supported the colonisation of 
“Eretz Yisrael”, i.e. the whole of Palestine within the ‘Biblical 
boundaries”. In his speech at the 19th congress of the World 
Zionist Organisation (1935), Ben Gurion specifically declared: 
“The borders of Palestine do not extend from Dan to Beersheba, 
but from at least 250 kilometres farther south.”** 

On May 11, 1942, the Zionist Organisation of America adopt- 
ed the Biltmore Programme, drafted by Ben Gurion. This formed 
the basis of the WZO’s official policy, and stated specifically that 
the Jewish state be formed on the entire territory of Palestine. 
In the Israeli Declaration of Independence of May 14, 1948, 
also written by Ben Gurion, all of Palestine, two-thirds of whose 
population then consisted of Arabs, was called the “land of 
Israel’, But, on Ben Gurion’s insistence, the boundaries of the 


53 


State of Israel remained deliberately undefined both by his first 
and by his later governments. The Jerusalem Programme,** adopt- 
ed in 1951 by the congress of the WZO, which replaced the first 
Zionist Basle Programme of 1897, the New Jerusalem Programme, 
approved in 1968 by the 27th congress of the WZO,** and other 
Zionist programme documents, all speak of the territory of all 
Palestine. 

In practice. MAPAM has the same political positions. In 
1957, the founder of MAPAM and its General Secretary for 
many years, Meir Ya’ari, wrote that “as pioneer Zionists, one 
of our aims is the reunion of the majority of Jews on the entire 
territory of Palestine”.*’ Meir Ya’ari’s stipulation that “we wish 
to obtain the territorial integrity of Israel peacefully and by 
means of treaties concluded between those involved”,?? in no 
way changed the colonialist nature of any of the plans for Great 
Israel, but was merely another of those demagogic declarations 
for which leaders of MAPAI-MATI and also MAPAM have a 
reputation. 

In March 1972, the Knesseth passed by an overwhelming 
majority (with MAPAM abstained) a resolution stating that 
“the Jewish people’s historic rights to Eretz Yisrael are not open 
to challenge”. Speaking on behalf of the government, a member 
of MAT, Haim Zadok, then Minister of Justice, stressed that there 
was “little difference of opinion in the House about the Jewish 
people’s historic rights to Eretz Yisrael. The difference was over 
the feasibility of realizing these rights just now.”*® 

It should be said that several members and supporters of MAI 
and even MAPAM were included in the inter-party Land of Is- 
rael Movement, formed in the summer of 1970 and later re- 
named the Movement for Greater Israel.*? On the suggestion of 
Menahem Begin, leader of the Israeli extreme right, Hayim 
Yahil, an important figure in MAT and a former General Sec- 
retary of the Foreign Ministry, who had earlier left the party, 
was made leader of the Movement for Greater Israel. One of 
the ideologists of extreme nationalism, Moshe Shamir (once 
a member of Hashomer Hatzair) declared that ‘“‘the whole idea 
was that it [the Land of Israel Movement] came from labour, 
Histadrut, circles [social-Zionist], not the right”.** 

Whereas extreme right-wing groups openly or almost openly 
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call for the annexation of Arab districts occupied in 1967, regard- 
ing this as a step towards the establishment of “Eretz Yisrael’, 
MAI considers it unfeasible in today’s international situation to 
implement the full programme. At the same time, social-Zionist 
cabinets have continued to conduct the old Zionist fait accompli 
policy on the occupied territories. In July 1980, MAI, supposedly 
the opposition party, voted in parliament with the government 
coalition parties for the law making Jerusalem the “eternal 
and indivisible” capital of Israel. 

MAI and MAPAM leaders claim that Zionism supports the 
national liberation movement of the Jewish people, and the “Jew- 
ish Revolution”. They also declare Israel to be a “special state”, 
the “realisation of the Zionist idea”, and the “homeland for 
all Jews”, and actively back the theory of Jewish dual loyalty 
which violates the generally accepted standards of international 
law. Referring to dual loyalty, Ben Gurion said: “This signifies 
that a Jew should give assistance to Israel regardless of the 
wishes of the government of the country in which he lives.”* 


MAI’s political platform consists of a mixed, eclectic jumble 
of principles and theses drawn from various pseudo-socialist and 
fashionable bourgeois doctrines. In speaking of the theoretical 
basis of modern social-Zionism, the leaders of this party strive 
to conceal the nature of their ideology. However, some of their 
statements throw a light on the real sources of the social-Zionists’ 
ideological baggage. For example, Ben Gurion wrote: “The move- 
ment which gave birth to and consolidated the Israeli La- 
bour Party derived from three sources: the teaching and the vi- 
sion of Israel’s prophets, the national and social revolutions of 
our days, and the pioneering impulse which appeared in the 
waves of immigration to our country in recent generations.”** 

Reuven Barkatt, a former General Secretary of MAPAI and 
the Chairman of the Knesseth, in his article “The Philosophy 
of Israel Labour”, named four sources of social-Zionism: the 
Bible, ‘tthe basic doctrines of the Socialist Movement born in the 
turmoil of industrial revolution and agrarian reforms”, “the ideas 
which are a result of the unique situation of the Jewish people 
and the political developments of the end of the nineteenth cen- 


55 


tury, with the beginning of a large-scale return to the birth-place 
of our nation”, and “our own vision of the future of the Mid- 
dle East’’.** 

It is clear from these statements that social-Zionists fully share 
all the basic doctrines of Zionism on the “world Jewish na- 
tion”, the possibility and need to solve the Jewish question by a 
Jewish “return” to the “land of the fathers”, and so on. The 
only difference between the theoreticians of bourgeois Zionism 
and those of pseudo-socialist Zionism is that, whereas the former 
merely talked of a Jewish state, the latter demagogically prom- 
ised that this state would be socialist, occasionally even going as 
far as to say that it could only be socialist. 

The social-Zionists falsely assert that the expansion of immi- 
gration is practically the only prerequisite for the building of 
socialism in the Biblical land. They thus attempt to numb the 
Jewish population, and primarily young Jews, in various coun- 
tries with their infectious demagogy, in order to attract to Is- 
rael new contingents of labour and “cannon fodder”. 

Like bourgeois Zionists, social-Zionists, while exploiting anti- 
Semitism and even fanning it, have frequently cooperated on the 
same anti-communist and anti-Soviet platform as that supported 
by the die-hard anti-Semites. Hitler’s advent to power in Germany 
was regarded by Ben Gurion and most social-Zionist leaders as 
a factor conducive to the mass resettlement of German Jews in 
Palestine.*® The inhuman, aggressive policy of the national-social- 
ists did not concern the spokesmen of social-Zionism. They were 
merely afraid that the Zionists would be unable to gather all 
the Jews emigrating to Palestine as a result of fascist oppression 
and brutality. When Zionism was faced with the choice of sav- 
ing millions of Jews or preparing for the establishment of the 
“Jewish state”, they preferred the latter option. Back in 1933, 
the Director of the Political Department of the Jewish Agency, 
Hayim Arlosoroff, concluded a very advantageous transfer agree- 
ment with Hitler involving the delivery of German goods to 
Palestine as compensation for property confiscated from Jews. 
This agreement violated the economic boycott of Nazi Germany.*® 

Following Hitler’s seizure of power, Levi Eshkol for three 
years directed a resettlement department attached to the Berlin 
section of the Palestinian Jewish Society. Leaders of the Jewish 
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Agency, such as Ben Gurion, Moshe Sharett and Golda Meir, 
sanctioned the dubious contacts of their emissaries with the Nazis. 
One example was the Kastner-Eichman agreement to deliver 
to the Nazi Army on the Eastern Front lorries and coffee in 
exchange for exit visas for members of the Zionist elite in Hunga- 
ry, who wanted to go to Palestine. The leaders of the Jewish Agen- 
cy were also guilty of concealing facts about Hitler’s brutalities 
against Jews and other peoples from the public for a long pe- 
riod of time.*’ 

The fact that the Zionist leader, Rudolf Kastner, who was di- 
rectly responsible for the death in the gas chambers of approxi- 
mately half a million Jews, became a member of MAPATI in Israel 
after the war, could to some extent be a coincidence. But there 
is nothing coincidental about the fact that the Israeli govern- 
iment did everything possible during the trial in Jerusalem in 
1961 of the Nazi criminal Adolf Eichman, to conceal the facts 
of his cooperation, and that of several of his colleagues, with some 
Zionist leaders, including social-Zionists. 

After World War II in the heat of inter-party wrangling, 
some statesmen and the right-wing Zionist press in an attempt 
to dissociate themselves from the policies of the WZO leadership 
and to acquire political capital, harshly criticised the position of 
social-Zionists as regards Nazism. For example, the Israeli news- 
paper Herut (Freedom), organ of the extreme right-wing party 
of the same name, in the article “History Will Also Judge the 
Leaders of the Jewish Agency”, dealing with Nazi crimes against 
the Jews, asked the following questions: “How does one explain 
the silence of heads of the Jewish Agency who were in Pa- 
lestine as leaders of Zionism? Why did they not protest? Why 
did they not let the whole world know? Why did their secret ra- 
dio station ‘““Haganah” not summon Jews from the ghettos, camps 
and settlements to seek freedom in the forests, to revolt, to fight 
and to try to save themselves? By their silence, they cooperated 
with the enemy just as much as those villains who gave the Na- 
zis lists of those doomed to die. History will judge whether the 
very existence of the traitorous Jewish Agency assisted the Na- 
zis... And when history judges Judenrat and the Jewish police 
in the court of law it will also judge the leaders of the Agency 
and of the Zionist movement.”** 
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“Another astounding fact,” continued Herut, “is that all these 
people still head Jewish, Zionist and Israeli organisations, as if 
they were the best and most capable leaders of the public, as if 
they were untainted by any ignominious deeds. These leaders 
make no logical conclusions about their own moral incompetence 
and remain in power as before.”’*® 

The following fact is an eloquent example of the Zionist pseu- 
do-socialist attitude to anti-Semitism. In 1952, the editor of the 
Histadrut newspaper Davar, Ariel Sharon wrote cynically: “... If 
I had power, as I have the will, I would select a score of effi- 
cient young men—intelligent, decent, devoted to our idea and 
burning with the desire to help redeem Jews—and I would send 
them to the countries where Jews are absorbed in sinful self- 
satisfaction. The task of these young men would be to disguise 
themselves as non-Jews, and plague Jews with anti-Semitic slo- 
gans, such as ‘Bloody Jew’, ‘Jews go to Palestine’.”’®? 

The anti-communism and anti-Sovietism of social-Zionists are 
results of their basic ideology and policy. For example, Ben Gurion 
went as far as to blasphemously draw a parallel between the 


Great October Socialist Revolution and ... Hitler’s supremacy in 
Europe, declaring them to be “two terrible disasters” for the 
Jews.*? 


The former Israeli Foreign Minister, Abba Eban, often referred 
to as a “dove” by the West (although there is in fact no basis 
for this), stated provocatively that the Soviet Union is contin- 
uing the traditional foreign policy of tsarism in the Middle East.*? 
Commenting on the election of Ronald Reagan as US President, 
the leader of the opposition Labour Party of Israel, Shimon Pe- 
res expressed the hope that the “new Administration would re- 
present a stronger and more determined America, especially in 
relations with the USSR”.°* Along the same lines, the former 
social-Zionist Prime Minister, Itzhak Rabin declared that the 
American President, “who will be tougher than Carter as re- 


gards the Russians, will give relations with Israel a firm basis”. 


Throughout Israel’s existence, its governing circles have at- 
tempted to strengthen the close link, indeed the virtual fusion 
of politicised Judaism (Segre coined the phrases “Zionist-Juda- 
ism” and “socialist traditionalism’)°® and Zionism, which was 
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formed at the very start of Zionism and developed during the 
British mandate period. This combination has virtually made 
Judaism and Zionism into main indications of the “Jewish 
state” and into national properties of the Jews. 

Like the French positivist, Emile Durkheim, social-Zionists are 
trying to spread “theology via the language of sociology”. Some 
social-Zionist theoreticians insist that they support traditionalism 
not as a religious way of life, but as a “national culture”. One 
should stress that since its very emergence social-Zionism (like 
Bundism) has increasingly made every effort, together with the 
rabbis and the bourgeoisie, to publicise and develop not the dem- 
ocratic, progressive and internationalist aspects of Jewish cul- 
ture, but the reactionary-nationalistic and religious-mystic as- 
pects. In other words, as Lenin said, “all that is outmoded and 
connected with caste among the Jewish people’.°® In essence 
this policy is conducted not only by the MAPAI-MAI Alignment 
but also by MAPAM, which claims to be an anti-clerical party 
but which in fact constantly trails behind the right-wing social- 
Zionists. 

The leaders of MAPAT (now MAT) have for a long time now 
almost entirely shared the main principles of Herzlism (the ideas 
of the conservative bourgeois figure T. Herzl, the father of mod- 
ern Zionism). This is primarily a result of the movement’s con- 
stant drift to the right. It should be remembered (this point, in- 
cidentally, has not been adequately researched) that in several of 
his works (primarily in the novel Old-New Land*’ and some of 
his speeches), Herzl tried, in contrast to the booklet The Jew- 
ish State,°® carefully to veil the reactionary, bourgeois nature 
of Zionism. He hypocritically stated that the future Jewish state 
would be neither capitalist nor socialist. In fact, he asserted that 
it would not be a state at all, but a scientifically governed so- 
ciety, based on a cooperative structure. One of the Israeli Com- 
munist Party leaders, Dr. Emile Tumah, observed that in his 
campaign against the socialist movement, Herzl often used pseu- 
do-socialist phrases and promised to create a society without clas- 
ses or class antagonism, hoping to make Zionism more attractive 
to the Jewish working class.°° 

The author of a booklet on Herzlism and a member of the 
so-called Labour Zionist Party Zeire Zion (in the 1920s this 
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party aligned with the social-Zionists), wrote that Herzl stood 
for “the national and social liberation of the Jewish people’, 
social justice, “the supremacy of physical and intellectual work”, 
“communal land property’, ““mutualism” (i.e. labour and capital 
cooperation), the prevalence of the “cooperative principle” and 
so on.®° 

This is in fact the ‘third road to democratic socialism” which 
the social-Zionists are fighting for. In the words of the author 
mentioned above, Herzl even anticipated the establishment of 
the Histadrut,®! which social-Zionists claim to be the main tool 
for the construction of a “socialist Israel”. 

Trade unionism and various types of “cooperative” and “guild 
socialisms” had a considerable influence on the theoretical and 
practical work of social-Zionist leaders, especially during the 
colonisation period in Palestine. These varieties of bourgeois- 
reformist socialism were adopted in slightly modified form by 
right-wing social-democracy. Social-Zionists were also guided by 
the ideas of the economist and sociologist Franz Oppenheimer. 
According to the Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel, “Oppen- 
lieimer sought to link classical [i.e. bourgeois] economic theory 
with agrarian Socialist [i.e. social-reformist] thought”.’? 

During the mandate period in Palestine, the widespread net- 
work of cooperatives in industry, agriculture, construction and 
the services, and their affiliated trade unions headed by pseudo- 
socialists, were transformed into a vital component of the Zion- 
ist colonial apparatus. The cooperative trade union sector of the 
economy, established on the basis of the cooperative movement 
(many working people were drawn into this movement via Hista- 
drut), soon became a body for the financing and consolidation 
of social-Zionist parties and organisations and for the workers’ 
aristocracy. It also became a source of vast profits for the bour- 
geoisie. This sector of the Israeli economy (as well as the gov- 
ernment sector) always used financial capital for their inte- 
rests, including a considerable amount of foreign capital, through 
a financial credit system and stock exchange. It continues to use 
these today on an ever greater scale. 

The entrepreneur activity of Histadrut and its various coope- 
ratives is no different from the economic activity of the bourgeois 
state and the capitalist private sector, Together with the govern- 
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ment sector, it represents a basis for the development of a cap- 
italist state structure. Although Histadrut is not only a right- 
wing social-reformist trade union federation but also a relatively 
powerful industrial and financial monopoly, it is publicised by 
social-Zionists as a basically socialist institution, a public orga- 
nisation based on solidarity. Histadrut businesses and firms operate 
like state capitalist joint-stock companies and like the latter and 
the Labour Bank, they are considerably subordinated to local and 
foreign, especially American, capital. 

Far from being socialist, Histadrut is neither a democratic in- 
stitution. During the “pre-state”’ period it was proudly claimed 
to be a colonisation body by the social-Zionist leaders themselves. 
Like employees throughout the country, those in Histadrut firms 
are not permitted to take part in management or in the distri- 
bution of profit. The Histadrut leadership consistently violates 
trade union democracy. In many cases Histadrut officials choose 
the trade union secretary beforehand, this making the elec- 
tions a farce. If a person is elected whom the management 
disapprove of, either they or the administration make every effort 
to replace that person with someone more compliant. 

The Histadrut leadership declares most strikes illegal thus de- 
priving the participants of the chance to receive strike pay. Be- 
sides this, strikers risk dismissal from Histadrut firms.** 

Recently, the Israeli government and leaders of MAI, support- 
ed by the Histadrut management, have frequently applied the 
law on forced mobilisation of strike leaders into the army, as 
well as the extraordinary decrees from the period of the British 
colonial administration (the “Defence Laws’). 

Many bourgeois and social-Zionist leaders for some reason or 
another make statements which demonstrate Histadrut’s real na- 
ture. For instance, in 1969, an Israeli Labour leader noted quite 
frankly that this “island of socialism”, i.e. Histadrut “despite the 
trade union links ..was in practice no different from any other 
capitalist organisation: it was expected to make a profit and 
show a decent return on capital just like any other private firm’’.** 
The American Gerald Gaiden wrote that since Histadrut’s crea- 


tion, “it has made no serious progress toward depoliticization”.” 


Peretz Merhav, a leader of MAPAM, stated in 1975 that Histad- 
rut “had been reduced to a mere appendage of the Ministry of 
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Finance since economic policy is determined exclusively by the 
latter”. 

All the same, the social-Zionist leaders of Histadrut cannot com- 
pletely ignore workers’ demands, or wholly block the activity 
of communists and members of other progressive movements with- 
in trade union bodies, and these include the General Council and 
the Histadrut Executive. Therefore, the big Zionist bourgeoisie 
both in Israel and elsewhere and the extreme right-wing Likud 
bloc frequently express their dissatisfaction with Histadrut’s “‘pri- 
vileged position”, as they call it. Big capital has no desire to 
reconcile itself even with the very limited independence of Hi- 
stadrut, for fear that democratic forces could, even to a small ex- 
tent, use the trade union sector in the interests of 
the workers, mainly as a result of the activity of the com- 
munists, 

Attempting to present the mixed economy publicised by so- 
cial-Zionists as a basis which supposedly guarantees the progres- 
sive development of Israel, one of the leaders of MAPAI-MAI, 
Pinhas Sapir, for many years an influential Minister of Finance, 
wrote: “Israel’s economy comprises private initiative, coopera- 
tion, public and State enterprise, and there is full cooperation 
between private and public capital. We encourage this variety, 
believing as we do that free enterprise should be allowed by 
every social trend and equal opportunity to every initia- 
tive.”°8 

One can estimate what the mixed economy gave the Israelis 
from the following facts. ‘Ten per cent of the population on the 
lowest rungs of the social ladder receive 1.5 per cent of the na- 
tional income, while another ten per cent consisting of the highest 
rung own 20.8 per cent. Ten per cent of rich Israelis appropriate 
a proportion of the national income equal to that received by half 
the country’s population. The rate of profit on invested capital 
in Israel reach 22-30 per cent and occasionally more. Whereas 
Israeli workers pay the highest taxes in the world, the rich and 
foreign monopolies only have to pay a quarter of the overall 
taxation. In addition, businessmen and nouveau riche millionai- 
res employ numerous loopholes in order to avoid taxation. At 
the same time, according to official authorities, a minimum of 
a third of the population lives below the poverty line.°" 
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There has never been egalitarianism in Israel (despite pro- 
paganda to the contrary). “The regime which has existed in 
our country from the creation of the State of Israel,” wrote Meir 
Ya’ari, one of the leaders of MAPAM, in the mid-1950s, “has 
managed to give birth to a layer of millionaires, some of whom be- 
came rich as suppliers to national businesses and the workers’ 
economy {i.e. Histadrut enterprises]. They extracted the maxi- 
mum income from imports and exports. The banks and all types 
of moneylenders played a significant part in this race for spe- 
culative enrichment.”®? A former Minister of Housing, Ze’ev Sha- 
ref was forced to admit that rich Israelis “spend almost as much 
for weddings and bar mitzvahs as the government spends on 
direct welfare payments’.*° 

Modern-day Israel is virtually controlled by the leaders of the 
political technocracy, comprising about 150 people,’? who are 
members of the upper bourgeoisie and social-Zionist leaders who 
serve them. When MAPAI-MAIT formed the basis of the Israeli 
government coalition, the Zionist pseudo-socialists were in the 
foreground and occupied the majority of key government posi- 
tions. In Begin’s government, the wealthy capitalist Zionists have, 
as a rule, held the leading cabinet posts, with the social-Zionists 
moving into the background. Although the leadership of MAI 
has become the parliamentary opposition, it nevertheless remains 
a vital part of the Israeli establishment. 

The leaders of Zionist Labour parties, just like the bourgeois 
Zionists, have always made great efforts to instil into the con- 
sciousness of Jewish working people the illusion of the “commu- 
nity of interest and destiny” of all Jewish classes and social groups, 
and of the “class equilibrium”, “social harmony”, “labour and 
capital cooperation” and so on. A typical social-Zionist state- 
ment was made by the MAPAI-MAI theoretician Aaron Yadlin: 
“The extension of the revolutionary and constructive path of Is- 
raeli socialism over a long period of time is due to the fact that 
the building of socialism does not necessarily mean the elimi- 
nation of capitalism.” 

The Israeli ruling circles try to convince workers that the exist- 
ing state is not exploitative. ‘““The country’s working class,” de- 
clared Golda Meir, “is a force which cannot be separated from 
the state, and which is responsible for the state.””* 
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Meanwhile, even in some MAPAM publications it was reluc- 
tantly admitted that in Israel things have reached such a State, 
that the Labour parties’ [ic. MAPAM and MAI] main struggle 
is aimed against workers’ efforts to improve their conditions. 

In exposing the anti-labour policy of the social-Zionists, the 
Communist Party of Israel emphasised that the Labour govern- 
ment was at the forefront of the campaign against workers and 
their action.” 

Social-Zionists make every effort to pervert and falsify genuine 
socialism. For instance, the former Israeli Prime Minister, Mo- 
she Sharett, wrote in an article “Zionism in Israel’, published in 
a Socialist International bulletin in 1955, saying that “Socialism 
and Socialist society are not a condition but a process, an end- 
less process at that, a social direction rather than a final goal... 
If Socialism is a direction, what are its objectives? Greater equal- 
ity, justice, freedom for man to develop and enrich himself— 
not at the expense of others, but through co-operative effort.”** 
It is obvious that Sharett was repeating, almost to the word, the 
sadly reputed thesis of the father of revisionism, Edward Bern- 
stein, “the final goal is nothing, the process is everything”. 

Not wishing to risk calling Israeli society completely socialist, 
Sharett went on to add that “in this society, more than in many 
others... genuine Socialist objectives operate and have conquer- 
ed much ground”.”® 

Publicising the “model” nature of the regime created by so- 
cial-Zionists, Sharett wrote: “Our failure to attain the maximum 
as a Socialist movement stems more from weakness, lack of ini- 
tiative, and perhaps disenchantment, than from restrictions im- 
posed upon us from without, either by the structure of the govern- 
ment or by overpowering socio-economic factors.”’”® 

Sharett’s pompous rhetoric is nothing but a Zionist rehash of 
false, bourgeois and pseudo-socialist theories of a state of univer- 
sal prosperity, of economic democracy and so on. 

This article does not provide more space for a detailed descrip- 
tion of the foreign policy course of MAPAI-MAI, which for 
twenty-nine years fully coincided with the Israeli government 
course. We shall therefore only outline the main points. 

Back in 1949, Ben Gurion decided, as head of government, 
to conclude an alliance with the forces of imperialism.’7 On a 
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visit to America in May 1951, he formulated the Israeli govern- 
ment’s policy thus: “Israel has always been and will remain on the 
side of the Western powers.”’® In America, in 1952, the 
Israeli Premier signed the first agreement on an American 
loan to Israel and a military pact which was kept secret un- 
til 1961. By 1951, Israel had proposed a military pact with the 
USA and Britain, and in 1955, even expressed its readiness to 
permit stationing on its territory of American bases, and had 
made great efforts to join the Mediterranean military alliance 
under the aegis of America. Washington, however, did not at 
this point want a formal close link with Tel Aviv, for a whole 
number of reasons, but mainly because it did not wish its sym- 
pathy for Israel to be too obvious as a result of the position of 
Arab countries. 

It was social-Zionist governments that turned Israel into a 
bridgehead for the West in the Middle East region. Moreover the 
leaders of MAPAI-MAT have always had a characteristically ar- 
rogant and racist attitude towards world opinion and the UN re- 
solutions condemning Tel Aviv’s expansionist, aggressive and anti- 
Arab policy. Golda Meir declared cynically: “We regard 
the decisions of the United Nations as meaningless.””® 

Israel’s main political-military doctrine and strategy, elabo- 
rated by MAPAI-MAI governments, is an outcome of the fact 
that the Zionist state, which is a fundamental part of the West- 
ern world, and its advance post in the Middle East, is intent on 
fully and constantly assisting imperialism, and primarily the ruling 
circles of America. According to Ben Gurion, Levi Eshkol, Golda 
Meir, their colleagues and also the leaders of bourgeois Zionist 
parties, this political course should promote the implementation 
of Zionist plans and Israeli regional hegemonism. 

As one of the champions and weapons of neo-colonialism, and 
led by Zionist pseudo-socialists, Israel, over a number of years 
until the 1967 aggression, and partially even until the 1973 war, 
was able to undertake widespread activity in several African coun- 
tries, While acting as a salesman and a trustee of the imperialist 
powers and monopolies, Israel also figured in those years as an 
important emissary of the right-wing leadership of the Socialist 
International in Africa. Israel skilfully manipulated slogans of 
democratic socialism and loudly publicised its own economic 
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achievements, promising the young independent states “quick and 
disinterested aid” in all spheres of social and state life. Zion- 
ists persistently endeavour to represent Israel as a “sociological 
laboratory” and even a “model” for economically underdeveloped 
Third World coumtries, and a “true friend” of the African peo- 
ples. In this way, they have extensively penetrated the economy, 
state organs and mass media of various African states, by using 
trained staff and the support of the West and of local reaction. 
This course, which was financed by the USA and other impe- 
rialist countries and by right-wing social-democrats, was conduct- 
ed by Tel Aviv via the apparatuses of MAPAI-MAI, Histadrut, 
social-Zionist women’s and youth groups and also via Israeli 
state and trade union firms. This kind of activity has been and 
still is conducted in some Asian countries and particularly in 
Latin America, both by social-Zionists and by Zionism as a whole. 
In the latter countries, the implementation of Tel Aviv’s neo- 
colonialist pro-imperialist course is given vast support by local 
Zionist parties. 

The early parliamentary elections in Israel held in 1977, showed 
that the majority of voters were unhappy about the policies of 
the leadership of MAI and the Ma’arakh Alignment, and had 
fallen for the demagogic bait of even more reactionary parties, 
or had voted for them in protest against the faulty course of 
previous cabinets, Likud and its allies skilfully used the numerous 
failures and mistakes of the social-Zionist leadership and were able 
to convince a significant proportion of the electorate that Likud 
were in a position to propose a more planned and positive gov- 
ernment course, which would improve the state of the country 
and the standard of living. As a result, the extreme nationalist 
and virtually pro-fascist Likud bloc gained the majority and its 
leader, Begin, formed the first non-social-Zionist government, 
the first right-wing government in the country’s history. 

The strategy of the Israeli social-Zionists between 1977 and 
1981 was aimed at strengthening the position of the Labour par- 
ties which are undergoing a severe crisis, with the objective of 
returning to government when favourable changes take place in 
internal policy and on the international scene. 

They failed to achieve this aim during the 1981 elections. 
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S. Shirokov 


AHAD HA’AM’S 

“SPIRITUAL ZIONISM”: 

ITS PLACE IN THE IDEOLOGY 
AND PRACTICE OF 
INTERNATIONAL ZIONISM 


A critical analysis of the reactionary nature of the ideology 
and practice of international Zionism is inseparable from any 
discussion of the initial and fundamental Zionist doctrines which 
include Ahad Ha’am’s doctrine of “spiritual Zionism’. The views 
of Ahad Ha’am greatly affected the formation of Zionist ideol- 
ogy. 

Most Zionist historians when speaking of the birth of Zion- 
ism single out in particular the “spiritual’ or “cultural” Zionism 
of Ahad Ha’am. They mention his part in the elaboration of 
the main aims and tasks of Zionism, in the search for forms and 
methods of political practice and propaganda, and in the sub- 
stantiation of the initial premises of Zionist ideology. Spiritual 
Zionism has influenced and continues to influence the formation 
process of Zionist ideology. 

Spiritual Zionism took shape as a system of views at the end 
of the 19th century, when imperialism was emerging in Russia 
and Europe. During this period, a number of different Jewish 
bourgeois-nationalist organisations appeared in Russia. The Ho- 
veve Zion (Lovers of Zion)* was directly connected with the 
development of Zionism in Russia. It is with this Zionist orga- 
nisation (in essence the first in Russia) that the start of Ahad 
Ha’am’s** political activity was linked. In 1889, he joined Ho- 
veve Zion which was then centred in Odessa. The same year an 
article “This Is Not the Way”, appeared in the journal HaMelitz 


* Hoveve Zion—a Jewish nationalist organisation established in 1881 
in Odessa. Its founder and ideologist was Leo Pinsker. 
** Ahad Ha’am—the pseudonym of Asher Ginzberg (1856-1927). In 
Hebrew this means “‘one of the people”. 
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signed by Ahad Ha’am. This immediately made him one of the 
most popular names in Hoveve Zion. 

In this first work Ahad Ha’am virtually formulated all the 
main ideas of his future doctrine. According to Ha’am, the 
Jewish problem lay not in a physical “return to Zion”, but in 
the creation of a “spiritual Zion”. This by no means required 
every Jew to emigrate to Palestine. He considered it possible 
to avoid Jewish assimilation not through territorial concentra- 
tion, but via a development of Jewish culture in the Diaspora. In 
essence he demanded that the Jews be made an “exterritorial 
spiritual world nation”. This was a variation on the reactionary 
theory of Jewish cultural and national autonomy, not limited to 
one country, but having international status. 

Ahad Ha’am’s doctrine of spiritual Zionism is based on a 
philosophical and historical substantiation of the aims of Zionism. 
The ideological content of spiritual Zionism is a combination of 
Judaic religious dogmas and the ideas of West European philos- 
ophy, in particular that of Nietzsche. The formation of Ahad 
Ha’am’s philosophical views was much influenced by the Judaic 
philosophy of Maimonides (1135-1204). 

Ha’am attached great importance to Judaism as a basis of 
Jewish “spiritual rebirth” or, more precisely, as a means of Zion- 
ist propaganda. Spiritual Zionism is an attempt to bring Ju- 
daism up to date, to modernise traditional religious dogmas with 
the aim of creating a kind of spiritual ghetto for the Jewish mas- 
ses, Setting out his views for the future use of Judaism in the 
Zionist renovation of Jewry, Ahad Ha’am wrote: “Consequently, 
we will only be able to answer this question fully when a stream 
of new life rushes from an inner source, from the essence of 
Judaism, to renovate hearts; only when this stream, awoken in 
the hearts of children, through education and literature, is joined 
with the stream of universal life flowing from enlightenment, thus 
preventing the ‘Jewish traits’ from being washed away and ob- 
literated.” Going on to talk about Palestinophilism as a form 
of re-educating Jews, Ahad Ha’am declared: “Hence, to make 
Judaism in this form the basis of education and literature . . . is, 
in my opinion, the only way to free the hearts of the people.”’? 

He asserted: “There will be no firm foundation in our hearts 
for any national matter, including the rebirth of Zion, until a 
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straight path has been paved between the heart and the outside 
world on the basis of Judaism itself.’” 

In the apologetical arguments of this Zionist ideologist, the 
solution to the Jewish question is subordinated to an artificial 
scheme in which the natural historical process of Jewish assimila- 
tion, the result of integration into the economic, political and 
cultural life of various peoples, is replaced by a voluntaristic 
attempt to “revive”, “renew” and “free” the “Jewish peo- 
ple”. Thus, assimilation would be avoided through a Zionist 
modernisation of Judaism which supposedly itself contains the 
basis of a people’s existence, its past, present and future and, most 
important, which possesses the means to preserve special “Jewish 
traits”. Judaism and its reactionary dogmas act as a means to 
drug the Jewish people with nationalism, to stimulate Jewish 
chauvinism and, ultimately, to realise the political objectives 
of Zionism. 

In his work A Revaluation of Values (1893), Ahad Ha’am 
attempted to give a Judaist interpretation to Neitzsche’s reaction- 
ary philosophy. He used Nietzsche’s ideas to back up Jewish 
exclusiveness and the thesis of a special Jewish world nation. 
‘We should first of all change our predominant moral values,” 
wrote the ideologist of spiritual Zionism, “and at once and 
ruthlessly destroy the entire historical building we have inherited 
from our ancestors... We must construct a new building based 
on new values.” Ahad Ha’am “enriched” traditional Judaist 
dogmas with new content. Nietzsche’s reactionary idea of the 
“Superman” is interpreted as the manifestation of the essence 
of Judaism on the basis of European philosophy. 

According to Ahad Ha’am, Nietzsche’s Superman is merely a 
contemporary embodiment of a righteous man or prophet. 
““Good’,” said Ahad Ha’am, “is to be applied to the strong man, 
who has both the power to expand and complete his life, and the 
will to be master of his world (der Wille zur Macht), without 
considering at all how much the great mob of inferior beings 
may lose in the process. For only he, only the ‘Superman’ (Uber- 
mensch) is the fine flower and the goal of the human race; the 
rest were created only to subserve his end, to be the ladder on 
which he can climb up to his proper level.’’* 

Starting from Nietzschean philosophy, Ahad Ha’am develops 
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his own doctrine of prophetic Messianism. The sources of this 
doctrine, which forms the basis of the philosophical and _his- 
torical substantiation of Zionist aims, go back to the writings 
of the Old Testament prophets. It is not accidental that the name 
Moses was given to the society B’ne Moshe (Sons of Moses), 
founded by Ahad Ha’am. In all probability, by following the cab- 
balistic teaching according to which Moses is supposed to be 
born again in every new generation, he tended to identify him- 
self with Moses’ mission. 

Important components of Ahad Ha’am’s philosophical and 
historical constructions, such as the interpretation of the evolu- 
tion of the Jewish spirit, and the conclusion of the existence of 
a Supernation, have their source in prophetic Messianism. Accord- 
ing to Ha’am, the distinctive feature of the Jewish spirit is its 
adherence to the prophetic ideal and to universal justice. He 
concludes from this that the Jews have an ethic gift. The Jew- 
ish spirit is manifested primarily in the sphere of moral con- 
sciousness. “In a distant epoch,” wrote Ahad Ha’am in A Re- 
valuation of Values, “the people cognised themselves and valued 
their superiority over their neighbours. The people have cherished 
this awareness that they were ‘the elect’ in affairs of morality 
throughout their existence.”® 

Ahad Ha’am regards the history of the “Jewish people” as 
the manifestation of the evolution of the Jewish spirit. It is 
seen as the Jews’ struggle for existence against supposed univer- 
sal anti-Semitism. This speculation about anti-Semitism is one 
of the most common themes in Zionist literature. Most Zionist 
ideologists and historians try to prove that Zionism arose only 
as a reaction to anti-Semitisin. Ahad Ha’am defines anti-Semit- 
ism as a kind of “spiritual malady transmitted from father to 
son”’.® His philosophical and historical construction demonstrates 
the typically racist thesis of “eternal anti-Semitism”. Ahad Ha’am 
tries in his works to prove yet another racist thesis, that of Jew- 
ish ethic genius, which supplements the well-known Judaist dog- 
ma of a people chosen by God. Both statements are in fact in- 
tended to solve one task: to oppose the assimilation of Jews and 
to perpetuate their isolation. 

The spirit of Judaism or the Jewish spirit, which forms the 
basis of Ha’am’s interpretation of history, leads to a distorted and 
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unscientific system of views. For example, in Ha’am’s opinion, the 
destruction of the Judaic Kingdom only signified that “the reli- 
gious ideal prevailed over the national ideal, and that the people 
could no longer be satisfied with little, accept the return to Zion 
as the national salvation of Jewry alone; the Land of Israel had 
to encompass all countries of the world in order to ‘rectify the 
world with the kingdom of God’ ”’.” 

Ahad Ha’ain considered that the contours of the Supernation 
and its mission would become pronounced more and more with 
the expansion of the propagandistic activity of the “spiritual cen- 
tre”. “This idea of Israel as the Supernation,” argued Ahad 
Ha’am, “might be expanded and amplified into a complete sys- 
tem.’”® 

Analysing the idea of a Jewish world nation, Lenin concluded 
that “this Zionist idea is absolutely false and essentially reac- 
tionary”.® Ahad Ha’am’s doctrine of the Supernation further 
reinforces the reactionary nature of this Zionist idea. The basic 
contents of this doctrine are militant chauvinism and racism. 
It divides peoples into superior and inferior, chosen and uncho- 
sen, sanctifies exploitation and oppression and turns violence 
and the will to power and world dominance into standards of 
human and national existence. Zionist philosophy reaches its peak 
when the aims and objectives are openly formulated and become 
a political programme. The doctrine of the Supernation reveals 
in full the racist nature not only of spiritual Zionism, but of 
Zionist ideology as a whole. 

The militant racist spirit of this doctrine shook even Max Nor- 
dau, a veritable pillar of political Zionism. Writing about Ahad 
Ha’am’s programme, he said: “The only thing that he would like 
to transfer from Europe to the ‘new homeland’ is the principles 
of the Inquisition, the methods and means of anti-Semitic ac- 
tivity. The notion of freedom is beyond his comprehension. He 
sees freedom in the form of the ghetto, only with a change of 
roles. For example, in his opinion, ‘persecution and oppression 
should exist as before, but with the difference that Jews will 
no longer be their victims, but vice-versa’.”?° 

The anti-historical and unscientific nature of the Zionist inter- 
pretation of history is clearly revealed in the appeal to the spirit 
of Judaism. The main precondition of this spirit is a division into 
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“the elect”, to whom everything is permitted, and the rest, who 
exist only as a foundation for the rise of the Supernation. 

In its synthesised form, Ahad Ha’am’s doctrine of the Super- 
nation contains all the main elements of spiritual Zionism. Even 
today this doctrine occupies an important place in international 
Zionist ideology and practice. Its influence can be observed both 
in Israel’s expansionist policy and in the activity of the World 
Zionist Organisation and the World Jewish Congress. 

The doctrine of the Supernation is closely connected to the 
concept of a national spiritual centre in Palestine. The existence 
of such a centre implies the presence of a circumference, Le. 
Jewish communities scattered all over the world, guided in their 
activity by common models construed in the centre. The ideologi- 
cal basis of this doctrine is the Judaist idea of a return to Zion 
which is only possible when “the Land of Israel has encom- 
passed the whole world”.”* 

Elaborating the conception of a national spiritual centre in 
Palestine, Ahad Ha’am, like subsequent Zionist ideologists, real- 
ised that Palestine could not become a refuge for all Jews, and 
that the aim of Zionism was merely the creation in Palestine of 
a model or centre to be imitated. The social and political im- 
plication of this idea is revealed in the work Censure of a Friend 
(1890), in which Ahad Ha’am discussed the elite of “up-to-date” 
people for whom the rest exist. “We are searching for the ‘one 
in a hundred’,” he stated in this article, “and it is in him alone 
that we see the solwtion to our national problem, and not by any 
means in the remaining 99 per cent of the Jewish people, these 
many isolated individuals who remain in the galut*.”” 

Electiveness in this context has a very definite class sense: the 
mass of Jewish working people are counterposed by an insignifi- 
cant minority of financiers and industrialists, rabbis and zadiks, 
who hold complete material and spiritual power in Jewish com- 
munities. In ithe final analysis, it is precisely these few “up-to- 
date” people whom Ahad Ha’am has in mind when he plans the 
creation in Palestine of a spiritual centre. It is they who must 
act as the model for the rest. 

The Nietzschean idea of the Superman is a logical basis for 


* Galut—a term meaning the countries of the Diaspora. 
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verifying the existence of a Supernation. Ahad Ha’am wrote 
in A Revaluation of Values: “If we acknowledge that the ultim- 
ate goal is the appearance of the Superman, then an inherent part 
of this goal is the appearance of a Supernation. There must be 
a nation whose spiritual cast makes it more able to develop a 
moral doctrine, and whose entire way of life is based on higher 
moral principles than those of other nations. Such a nation 
would be the rich soil on which the desired type of Superman 
could develop.”** 

According to the plan of Ahad Ha’am, the way to form a 
Supernation must coincide with the creation of a spiritual centre 
of nationality. In his work A Spiritual Centre (1907) Ahad Ha’am 
wrote: “‘A centre of our nationality’ implies that there is a na- 
tional circumference, which, like every circumference, is much 
larger than the centre. That is to say, the speaker sees the ma- 
jority of his people, in the future as in the past, scattered all 
over the world, but no longer broken up into a number of dis- 
connected parts, because one part—the one in Palestine—will be 
a centre for them all and make them all into a single, complete 
circumference.” He went on to point out that “the influence of 
the centre will strengthen the Jewish national consciousness in 
the Diaspora; it will restore our independence of mind and self- 
respect; it will give to our Judaism a national content”.* 

The ideologist of spiritual Zionism was by no means opposed 
to the creation in Palestine of a Jewish state, which was also 
called for by the political Zionists. He thought that the spiri- 
tual centre should inevitably turn into such a state and what 
is more, not merely a state of Jews, but a Jewish state.*° However, 
he did stress: “We may, by natural means, someday establish a 
Jewish State... but even then the greater part of our people 
will remain scattered on foreign soil.”'* 

In order to define the place of spiritual Zionism in the ideology 
and practice of international Zionism, one ought to examine first 
the significance of Ahad Ha’am’s own practical application of 
his ideas and second, the development of these ideas after his 
death. 

Ahad Ha’am regarded his main objective as the decisive reo- 
rientation of the Palestinophile movement which, in his view, had 
to become “a great movement of national rebirth”. He regarded 
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cultural and educational work as of paramount importance, as 
a means to assert Jewish nationalism and separatism. In his op- 
position to the process of assimilation, he supported the stimula- 
tion in the Jewish people of a national spirit. 

However, to achieve this end, Ahad Ha’am intended to rely 
on a small privileged group of persons rather than on the mas- 
ses. In 1889, Ahad Ha’am established the secret society B’ne 
Moshe. In its regulations, compiled by Ha’am himself, it is spe- 
cifically stated: “In the opinion of the Society there is no hope 
of success in isolated undertakings in Palestine, carried out by 
individuals or by societies, each of which is held together separate- 
ly and united with the rest only by ties of cash. The attainment 
of a national end demands a national effort, uniting the best 
forces of the nation—material and intellectual alike—in an inner 
moral bond, it demands the gradual effort of generations, rather 
than haphazard, strident or hasty action: patient and painstaking 
labour according to a plan and fixed rules. This effort must rally 
the scattered and downtrodden forces of our people from all cor- 
ners and go onward from generation to generation, increasing 
in quantity, growing in quality, ever heading toward the ulti- 
mate goal by slow but sure strides forward.”** 

This society operated first in Odessa and subsequently moved 
to Warsaw where it managed to set up the Jewish publishing 
house Ahiasaf and the journal Hashiloah, Later it transferred 
to Jaffa in Palestine. There were 166 delegates to the congress 
of B’ne Moshe in 1890. The branches of B’ne Moshe (lishkot) 
had special names: in Warsaw—Yeshurin, Odessa—Dereh Za- 
haim, Vilno—Ezra, Dvinsk—Hilel, Poltava—Leitzpe, Kremen- 
chug—Israel, Pinsk—Zarubavel and so on. There were also bran- 
ches of the society in Grodno, Minsk, Brest-Litovsk, Mezerichi, 
St. Petersburg, Lublin, Saratov and others. Lishkot were 
also formed outside Russia in Berlin, Liverpool and Balti- 
more. 

The rapid growth in the prestige of Ahad Ha’am, his proposed 
reforms and the varied activity of the organisations that he estab- 
lished had a solid foundation of financial support from the 
magnate Kolonimus Vysotsky, a member of the Jewish big bour- 
geoisie in Russia. Ahad Ha’am was put in charge of a special 
fund, created out of Vysotsky’s means. ‘This source financed Zion- 
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ist colonial enterprises in Palestine, the publication of the journal 
Hashiloah and the activity of the B’ne Moshe lishkot. 

‘The influence of Ahad Ha’am’s adherents in the World Zion- 
ist Organisation was evident even in the first years of its exist- 
ence. In 1903, the leader of political Zionism, Theodor Herzl, 
proposed a plan to create a Jewish colony in Uganda. However, 
this project was firmly rejected at the 7th WZO Congress by mem- 
bers of the democratic faction, who included adherents of spi- 
ritual Zionism like Leo Motzkin, Chaim Weizmann, Martin Buber 
and Jacob Bernstein-Cohen. Following the failure of the Uganda 
plan and Herzl’s death in 1904, the influence of Ahad Ha’amists 
within the WZO noticeably increased. “If the democratic faction,” 
wrote the WZO activist M. Glickson, “‘is the first political oppo- 
sition to the prevailing course, then in ideological terms, it was 
preceded by a more profound, more consistent and more ruthless 
opposition to Herzlism in the figure of Ahad Ha’am.’’'® 

Modern Zionist historians also write about the considerable 
influence of spiritual Zionism. Ben Halpern, for instance, ac- 
knowledges that “cultural [read “spiritual” } Zionism—in which 
language [Hebrew] became a primary aim—exercised its influ- 
ence not as a power-oriented organization but as a pervasive idea 
that affected groupings organized around other principles”.?® An- 
other modern historian and Zionist theoretician, A. Hertzberg 
noted on this point: “At the very dawn of political Zionism Ahad 
Ha’am foresaw the cultural problems that Herzl could not solve. .. 
The problems to which he pointed remain.”?° Jacob Agus, 
the author of the book Dialogue and Tradition, defines the signi- 
ficance of spiritual Zionism thus: “By his [Ahad Ha’am’s] rein- 
terpretation of the Jewish past, he evolved a satisfying program 
for his contemporaries and a blueprint for the future.”?* 

Beginning with 1903 Ahad Ha’am’s practical efforts were con- 
centrated on carrying out the programme to create a national 
spiritual centre in Palestine. Along with C. Weizmann, N. Soko- 
lov and L. Rothschild Ahad Ha’am played a very considerable 
role in preparing the Balfour Declaration. On November 22, 
1914, he wrote to C. Weizmann saying: “I agree that a short 
Memorandum must be sent to Balfour. In general every suitable 
opportunity must be taken to gain the sympathy and help of men 
of influence (I mean, of course, in regard to the Palestine ques- 
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tion)... Then one letter to the papers from Balfour will have 
more propaganda value than a thousand articles written by 
Jews.” Developing this thought further, Ahad Ha’am continued: 
“This document must of course be written with the utmost care 
and caution. As you know, my opinion is that our demands 
should be modest. We should be content with free scope for 
colonisation and cultural work, though without concealing our 
hope that in the future, when our two-sided activities have suf- 
ficiently progressed, we may attain autonomy in Palestine under 
the aegis of England.”?? 

It follows from the very tone of the letter, that Weizmann, the 
future president of the World Zionist Organisation, was consid- 
erably influenced by Ahad Ha’amist views and practice. “Ahad 
Ha’amism,” according to the Zionist activist M. Vishnyak, ‘was 
an extremely strong spiritual attraction to Chaim even before 
he came to know Ahad Ha’am personally.”””* 

The efforts of Zionists were crowned with success: the agreement 
between British imperialism and international Zionism was made 
official on November 2, 1917, when the British Foreign Secretary 
Lord Balfour signed the text of the declaration which announced 
Palestine to be the home of the Jewish nation. Thus the first 
task had been solved. 

The carrying out of the second task was directly connected 
to Palestine, which was to become the “national spiritual cen- 
tre” in accordance with Ahad Ha’am’s programme. The route 
to this lay in so-called “cultural work”. 

Evaluating the fruits of Ahad Ha’am’s work in Palestine, the 
authors of the modern American study, A History of the Jewish 
People, called it “a great contribution to the dissemination of 
Hebrew culture: the Achiasaf publishing house, the journal Ha- 
shiloah and the first Hebrew school in Jaffa were founded on 
his [Ahad Ha’am’s] initiative and with the aid of his association 
in Benei Moshe”.?* Ahad Ha’am influenced the ideological for- 
mation of bourgeois Jewish writers like Bialik, Berdyczewski and 
Klausner. 

The American philosopher and historian of Judaism G. Scho- 
lem points out the extreme popularity among Palestinian colonists 
of Ahad Ha’am’s idea of a national spiritual centre and the Dia- 
spora.”° 
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As director of the Herzl Secondary School and head of a com- 
mittee on questions of education and culture attached to the 
Municipal Council, Ahad Ha’am gave a great deal of attention 
to the renewal of ancient Hebrew, the study of which has since 
become an intrinsic part of the education system, starting with the 
kindergarten. He was also one of the initiators behind the es- 
tablishment of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem which open- 
ed in 1925 while he was still alive. One can estimate the scale 
of his “cultural work” in Palestine from his letters of this period, 
which have been published in six volumes. 

Following Ahad Ha’am’s death in 1927, “cultural work” in 
Palestine was continued not only by his students and successors, 
but also by political Zionists. M. Glickson wrote: “Cultural work, 
as a method of educating the people, of strengthening national 
self-consciousness and of uniting Jews around the national ideal, 
has begun to be valued even among those Zionists who firmly 
deny any connection with the ideas of Ahad Ha’am.”?° 

An examination of modern international Zionist ideology and 
practice convincingly proves that spiritual Zionism has not only 
retained its significance, but that it has gained further develop- 
ment in the political practice of the World Zionist Organisation 
and Israel. Specific evidence of this was the so-called Jerusalem 
Programme, adopted by the 23rd Zionist congress in 1951, A 
little later, on November 24, 1952, this programme became a 
special law: the law On the Status of the World Zionist Organi- 
sation—Jewish Agency for Israel, passed by the Israeli Knes- 
seth. The relationship between the WZO and Israel is interpreted 
in the spirit of Ahad Ha’am’s concept of a national spiritual 
centre in Palestine, as the relationship between a circumference 
and its centre. This law states: “The Zionist organisation is ca- 
pable of attaining what is beyond the power and competence 
of the given state. This is what constitutes the superiority of the 
Zionist organisation over the state... The state [Israel] and the 
Zionist movement supplement one another and are mutually es- 
sential,”’?7 

Having put forward the task of unifying the Jews or, in other 
words, of “Hebrewising” the Jews, the 26th Zionist congress an- 
nounced the coming of a new era of cooperation between Israel 
and the Diaspora. Elucidating the “new” tactic of international 
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Zionism, the chairman of the WZO, Nahum Goldmann declared: 
“The State was never considered to be the aim of the movement. 
It was always regarded as an instrument.” Israel, in Goldmann’s 
view should become a centre for Jews of the world and “a guid- 
ing light for all nations’’.?® 

At the 29th congress of the World Zionist Organisation, Ahad 
Ha’am’s concept once again became a subject of general interest 
among Zionists. All this gives one reason to think that the doc- 
trine of spiritual Zionism, which appeared at the end of last 
century, has had a vital effect on the political practice of in- 
ternational Zionism. The ideas of spiritual Zionism have been 
further developed in modern Zionist literature. The main fea- 
tures of this ideological complex—prophetic Messianism, the doc- 
trine of a national spiritual centre and the idea of a Superna- 
tion—can be observed in contemporary works by Zionist ideolo- 
gists and theoreticians. 

One can also trace the ideas of spiritual Zionism in the views 
of Arthur Hertzberg. In his last book, Being Jewish in America 
(1979), the principles of spiritual Zionism are used as the ini- 
tial theoretical basis in the analysis of the history and contem- 
porary problems of the interrelation between Israel and the Dia- 
spora. The history of Jewry, in particular, is regarded by Hertzberg 
from the point of view of evolving Messianism which is supposed 
to be a common link connecting all generations. Belief in the 
Messiah, characteristic for followers of Judaism, should, in Hertz- 
berg’s opinion, eventually lead to the “redemption” of mankind. 
In fact, under close scrutiny, this redemption is just as illusory 
as the prophetic ideal of universal justice extolled by the founder 
of spiritual Zionism. 

Other Zionist ideologists who have developed the ideas of 
spiritual Zionism include Leon Simon, M. Kaplan, G. Scholem, 
Hanz Kohn, Eliezer Livneh, Shlomo Avneri and others. 

An analysis of the doctrine of spiritual Zionism confirms once 
again the racist nature of Zionist ideology and corroborates the 
corresponding UN resolution of November 10, 1975. It also al- 
lows one to determine a basic trends in the evolution of the 
political practice of international Zionism. We find this trend 
manifested in particular in the documents of the latest WZO 
congresses, which aim the activity of international Zionism to- 
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wards turning Israel into a centre of attraction for all Jews. 
One of these forms of attraction is the propaganda by Zionists 
of “dual loyalty” which is used specifically to conduct subver- 
sive activity against the socialist countries. Not only Ahad Ha’am’s 
doctrine of a national spiritual centre, but also his idea of the 
existence of a Supernation, are now suffused with a new reac- 
tionary content in the ideology and practice of international Zion- 
ism. Today, his doctrine is manifested in the hegemonistic poli- 
cy of Zionists in the Middle East and in the all-out fight of in- 
ternational Zionism against the socialist countries. 
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V. Shatrov 


ZIONIST PROPAGANDA 
AT THE SERVICE OF 
IMPERIALISM 


Today the world is gripped by class opposition between the 
two social systems, between socialism and imperialism, between 
progressive forces and reaction. This struggle is going on in all 
areas of public life—in economics, politics and ideology. 

Throughout, the Soviet Union has pursued a policy of peace, 
and calls for the strengthening of the security of nations, the eli- 
mination of the threat of nuclear war, for the consolidation of 
detente, and for the limitation of the arms race. The USSR 
consistently applies the principles of peaceful coexistence of coun- 
tries with different social systems. 

World forces of peace and progress are greatly disturbed by the 
desire of certain circles which are linked to ‘the military-industrial 
complex in the West to launch a counter-offensive, push the 
world back into the trenches of a cold war and to accelerate the 
arms race on an ever increasing scale. 

International Zionism is one of the militant anti-Soviet and 
anti-communist forces which are against the relaxation of inter- 
national tension. 

By launching into a new round of the cold war, and systema- 
tically organising anti-communist and anti-Soviet campaigns, the 
forces of imperialist reaction and international Zionism are try- 
ing to discredit communist ideals and the socialist system. They 
are endeavouring to erode the social and political system of the 
USSR and bring about an undermining of socialism from with- 
in. Imperialist and Zionist ideologists call on Western govern- 
ments to finance more generously psychological warfare against 
the Soviet Union and to invest more in this “word industry”. 

Imperialism has created and is widely applying an extensive 
media apparatus to spread falsifications and misinformation in 
its ideological struggle against socialist countries. Whereas in 
1947, only the Voice of America and the BBC broadcast to the 
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Soviet Union, now over 39 foreign stations transmit programmes 
in 27 languages of the peoples of the USSR. The volume of for- 
eign broadcasting comes to 270 hours a day. 

Also, Western mass media theorists have worked out and are 
now applying various methods of manipulating social conscious- 
ness, which are intended to ensure the ideological success of this 
propaganda machine. 

Bourgeois nationalism is one of the ideological ‘“commodi- 
ties” that anti-communist and anti-Soviet ideologists persistently 
try to force on the USSR. As was noted in the resolution of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU, On the Preparations for the 
50th Anniversary of the Establishment of the Union of So- 
viet Socialist Republics, “The national question is one of the 
areas of acute struggle between socialism and capitalism, of 
Marxism-Leninism versus bourgeois and revisionist ideology... 
Bourgeois propaganda strives to inculcate nationalist views into 
the consciousness of the peoples of socialist countries, and to 
use nationalism to undermine the socialist system.”’? 

With the intensification today of the ideological struggle be- 
tween the two social systems, the imperialist course of stirring 
up nationalism and reviving nationalist prejudices in the USSR 
and other socialist countries has been raised almost to the level 
of an official ideological objective. Capitalist ideologists per- 
sistently recommend the use of nationalism as a most effective 
and reliable means of destroying the internal structure of the 
USSR and of the socialist system as a whole. 

Designing unrealisable plans to split the national structure of 
the Soviet Union, which consists of more than 100 nations and 
nationalities, as well as to deal a treacherous blow at the in- 
ternational friendship of Soviet peoples, which is one of the 
most important gains of socialism, the Israeli journal Nedelya 
(No. 100, 1976) wrote provocatively that it was essential in 
the name of achieving Zionism’s interests and objectives, to ob- 
tain the division of the USSR into separate republics. The Tel 
Aviv weekly stated with regret: “Of course, it is beyond our power 
to divide the Russian Empire [that is how anti-Sovieteers regard 
the fraternal union of equal socialist nations, nationalities and na- 
tional groups]. But, we can help bring this matter closer to the 
centre of world diplomacy. We can explain both to those in 


86 


America and in Europe, that their notion of a unified Russia is 
not only false but also fatal for them.”? 

Bourgeois nationalism and one of its forms, Zionism, are as- 
signed a significant role in putting into practice the plans and 
calculations of imperialist ideologists. Zionists, like all anti-com- 
munists, try hard to prove that the experience of creating a 
multi-national socialist state has not worked, that the nations 
of the USSR are not equal and that the Jewish question can 
only be solved the Zionist way. 

However, the course of history and the practical experience 
of communist construction in the Soviet Union firmly refute 
the fantasies of Zionists and their allies. Owing to the victory of 
the Great October Socialist Revolution and the creation of de- 
veloped socialist society in the USSR, the political, economic 
and social basis of all nationalism was eliminated. Equality, fra- 
ternity and an indestructible unity of the peoples of the USSR 
became a fact. A new historical community of Soviet people 
was formed—a single Soviet people. Despite this, national pre- 
judice, the exaggerated or distorted manifestation of national 
feeling is known for its tenacity and still remains even when the 
objective preconditions for any antagonism between nations have 
long since ceased to exist. 

The Israeli Zionist leadership and international and regional 
Zionist organisations are active among the organisers and support- 
ers of ideological and political subversion against the USSR and 
the socialist community as a whole. The basic content of their 
ideology are militant racism, anti-communism and anti-Sovietism, 
and of their political activity—ideological subversion, provoca- 
tion and terrorism. 

Since the beginning of the seventies, the anti-Soviet campaign 
of international Zionist circles, begun under the sham pretext of 
the “fight against Soviet anti-Semitism”, has become particularly 
widescale. 

In 1971 and 1976, in Brussels, under the aegis of the World 
Zionist Organisation (WZO), anti-Soviet conferences took place 
using the slanderous slogan of the fight against Soviet anti-Se- 
mitism. Among the participants were Israeli government officials 
and also leaders of Zionist and pro-Zionist organisations from the 
USA and other capitalist countries. At the 1971 conference, a 
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broad programme of subversive anti-Soviet and ideological sa- 
botage was planned, along with the methods for its application. 
Thus, a commission for work with governments prepared recom- 
mendations for extending contacts with members of parliament 
of the “free world” in order to strengthen, with their help, pres- 
sure on the USSR; a commission for work with lawyers evolved 
methods to conceal anti-Soviet provocation via references to 
international law; a commission of work with young people 
concerned itself with how to direct the political activity of young 
people towards anti-Sovietism; a commission on means of mass 
communication generalised the “experience” in the dispersion 
of forgeries about Soviet anti-Semitism via bourgeois newspapers, 
journals, radio and television in many countries; and a commis- 
sion for work with non-governmental organisations proposed ways 
and means of drawing church establishments, political parties, 
trade unions and organisations representing national minorities, 
etc., into the Zionist campaign. 

These directives and recommendations formed a basis for the 
activity of various councils, committees and conferences “in de- 
fence of Soviet Jews”. A broad network of these anti-Soviet orga- 
hisations has now been set up in the USA, Britain, France and 
many other capitalist countries. 

A notion of the methods used by the Zionist organisational and 
propaganda apparatus to produce anti-Soviet hysteria throughout 
the world, poison the international atmosphere with national hos- 
tility and hatred, and call the “free world” to a crusade against 
communism, is given by the directions, published several years 
ago in the Zionist newspaper Domoi, which, in particular, was 
intended for infiltration into the USSR. “Shout out loud, at all 
forums!” it was stated. “Grasp at the coat of President Nixon! 
Drag Prime Minister Wilson into the battle! Incite the Pope! 
Instigate the leaders of young African states! Tempt the Japa- 
nese, Malaysians, Chileans, summon the help of all, both the will- 
ing and the unwilling.” 

The propaganda activity of international and regional Zionist 
organisations is based on roughly the same scenario. Using the 
broad network of these organisations, as well as the bourgeois 
press, radio and television, Zionists and other anti-Soviet forces 
endeavour to slander and discredit the socialist system, the po- 
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licies of the Soviet Union, and to persuade people of Jewish na- 
tionality to emigrate to Israel or other capitalist countries. 

Their intentions are to encourage nationalist feelings, to sow 
the seeds of mutual distrust among Soviet people and to under- 
mine the historically shaped friendship of the peoples of the So- 
viet Union. 

The American Jewish Conference in Defence of Soviet Jews, 
which consists of over 30 Zionist organisations, stimulating an 
atmosphere of anti-Sovietism, distorting the national policy of 
the Soviet Union and misrepresenting the facts about the po- 
sition of Jews in the USSR, distributed leaflets and pamphlets on 
a wide scale. It also inundated bourgeois newspapers and radio 
and television corporations with material and statements of 
an anti-Soviet nature. Another organisation, the Conference of 
Presidents of the American Jewish Organisations, was the inspri- 
rer of the clamorous anti-Soviet meetings and demonstrations in 
New York and Washington. 

In Britain, the National Youth Council in Defence of Soviet 
Jews, and the National Council in Defence of Soviet Jews operate 
in a similar way. Besides a Committee on Soviet Jewry at the 
Board of Deputies of British Jews was established and operated 
in close contact with a so-called Parliamentary Committee in 
Defence of Soviet Jews. This Board, devising new ways of dis- 
tributing slanderous rumours, organised a special 24-hour tele- 
phone information service. Dialling a particular number, one could 
listen to a tape recording of “News from the Soviet Union” 
which consisted of false information about “the struggle of Jews 
for their liberation in the USSR”. 

The entire Zionist organisational and propaganda apparatus 
is attempting primarily, by constantly stirring up the anti-Soviet 
campaign, to influence both the public, and the attitude of gov- 
ernment establishments. Zionist and pro-Zionist propaganda stren- 
uously puts forward the idea that any criticism of, or fight 
against, Zionism is, allegedly, equivalent to anti-Semitism. Thus, 
the leaders of the pro-Zionist Anti-Defamation League, A. For- 
ster and B. Epstein published a slanderous book in 1974 called 
The New Anti-Semitism. In essence they proclaimed all those 
who do not share Zionist dogmas to be enemies of the Jews. 
The book attacks the Soviet Union and other socialist countries, 
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progressive organisations as well as bourgeois public figures who 
criticise the aggressive policy of the Israeli governing circles. Zion- 
ist propaganda thus aims firstly, to equate anti-Zionism with anti- 
Semitism, to identify all Jews with Zionism, secondly, to present 
reactionary forces which support Israeli extremists as the allies 
and friends of the Jews, and finally, to conceal Zionist coopera- 
tion with various anti-Semite groups on the common platform 
of anti-communism. 

Zionists resent the obvious fact that socialism has solved the 
Jewish question and has once and for all eliminated anti-Semit- 
ism, as it has all other forms of national oppression and discrimi- 
nation. Zionist propaganda makes great efforts to discover “ma- 
nifestations of anti-Semitism” in the USSR and other socialist 
countries, and, in this way, it tries to justify the need for sub- 
versive anti-Soviet activity, and to oppose Soviet Jews to workers 
of other nationalities. 

International Zionism makes use of a vast and ramified pro- 
paganda apparatus to achieve its ends. There are around 1,000 
newspapers, journals and other periodicals printed in the world 
which belong to the World Zionist Organisation, international 
and regional Zionist and pro-Zionist organisations, Moreover, 
the Zionist propaganda machine is part of the general system 
of the capitalist “word industry”. For example, Zionists instituted 
control over the mass media of American society, According to 
the Afro-Asian News Agency, apart from their own, Zionist, 
press organs in the USA, which include 140 newspapers with 
a general output of some four million copies, and the Hadassah 
Magazine, American Zionist and National Jewish Monthly, Zion- 
ists and pro-Zionists control, in one way or other, a significant 
proportion of US periodicals and television programmes. Every- 
thing that largely influences public opinion like the cinema, ra- 
dio, variety, clubs and theatres, also comes under the sphere of 
Zionist interest. Zionist agents infiltrate the leading newspapers, 
the cinema and television of capitalist countries. Zionist pro- 
grammes are regularly broadcast by radio stations that transmit 
to the Soviet Union. 

This trend developed still further in the present intensified 
ideological struggle between the two social systems, when impe- 
rialism made Zionism and its organisational and propaganda ap- 
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paratus one of the fundamental weapons of ideological and politi- 
cal anti-Soviet subversion. For example, under pressure from a 
group of American Senators, many of whom represent Zionist in- 
terests, or are connected with Zionists, a special group for pre- 
paring programmes for Soviet Jews was set up at the Voice of 
America. There is a similar subdivision at the subversive US radio- 
station Radio Liberty, which operates from the FRG. A group 
of Jewish emigrés from the USSR who were making slanderous 
anti-Soviet statements in both Israel and other countries, was, 
in particular, attracted to work at this radiostation. Various 
Zionist organisations enlisted anti-communists from among Jews 
who had left Poland and Czechoslovakia at various times, and 
assigned them work at another American centre of ideological 
sabotage, Radio Free Europe. These people work with all sorts 
of fascist and nationalist elements from the rubbish heap of his- 
tory, many of whom are in fact inveterate anti-Semites. 

As far as Israel is concerned, Zionism is the state ideology and 
policy, and all its propaganda means are used for the struggle 
against the USSR. What is more, Israeli anti-Soviet and anti-com- 
munist propaganda agrees with and is conducted in conjunction 
with anti-communist propaganda centres in the USA, Britain, 
the FRG and other imperialist states, 

Thus, in the ideological struggle against the Soviet Union 
imperialist propaganda and international Zionism form a united 
front. They lay special emphasis on the use of ideological sab- 
otage and the perfection of the tactics and methods of anti-com- 
munist and anti-Soviet propaganda. Imperialist and Zionist ideo- 
logists regard radio broadcasting as the most effective means of 
spreading anti-Soviet propaganda. Evidence of this are the di- 
rectives on ideological questions accepted at the 28th WZO 
Congress (January 1972). These directives especially emphasised 
that the development and improvement of Zionist propaganda 
aimed at the USSR and other socialist countries via broadcasting 
was a matter of prime importance and urgency. 

It is significant in this connection, that at present the volume 
of weekly Israeli foreign broadcasting has grown to six times 
what it was in 1950. This trend is also characteristic of other 
capitalist countries, which are constantly improving the tech- 
niques of foreign broadcasting and are significantly increasing 
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allocations for subversive anti-Soviet radio propaganda. Today 
Radio Israel not only broadcasts its nationalist and provocative 
programmes to the USSR in Hebrew, Yiddish, and Russian, as 
before, but also in the languages of many other peoples of the 
Soviet Union. Attempting to embrace all  social-demographic 
groups of Soviet Jews, Radio Israel prepares special programmes 
for young people, the intelligentsia, for women, and broadcasts 
oral letters by emigrés, and “information about Jewish dissidents”. 
It also undertook a lengthy reading of the History of Zionism. 

The main content of Zionist radio broadcasts to the USSR 
remains slander of the socialist system and the Soviet way of life, 
the preaching of anti-patriotism, attempts to propagate national- 
ism and appeals to emigrate. 

There is a lot of evidence from former Soviet Jews who were 
tricked by Zionist propaganda: their appearances at conferences 
and in the press, their letters to relatives and friends, letters 
addressed to Soviet state institutions and international organisa- 
tions, in which they tell of their tragic fate in Israel, the USA, 
Italy, Ganada and other countries. This reveals to the world the 
falsity of Zionist propaganda and demonstrates the suffering and 
misfortune it has brought upon many who believed in it. “Our 
reasons for emigrating to Israel,” declared a group of former 
Soviet citizens of Jewish nationality in a letter addressed to the 
UN in February 1977, “can be explained in one phrase: we were 
prompted in the main by Philistine psychology.” The authors of 
this letter also stressed that they were deceived by Zionist propa- 
ganda which had induced them to leave their homeland. At a 
press conference in Vienna in November 1972, I. Zeltser, I. Flei- 
sher, and S. Lukashevskaya stated that people who grew up and 
were educated in the Soviet Union “feel themselves in bourgeois 
Israel to be deprived of the rights and privileges that they are 
used to”, and that “life in Israel cannot satisfy their political, 
material or moral needs”? 

Finding themselves in the “Promised Land”, where for the 
last three decades or so Zionists have been creating what they 
declare is the best society in the world, emigrés come up against 
mediocre capitalism with all its contradictions and faults. This 
world is alien to a Soviet person. Its most characteristic aspects 
are an exhausting daily struggle for existence, social and racial] 
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inequality, savage exploitation, housing problems, difficulty find- 
ing professional work, high taxes and creeping inflation. 

It is no mere coincidence that leaders of international and regio- 
nal Zionist organisations do not personally consider moving to 
Israel which is what they are supposed to aspire to according to 
Zionist dogma. They occupy influential positions in the capitalist 
world and enjoy wealth and power, and not wishing to sacrifice 
this for the sake of Zionist ideals, they prefer to send others to 
Israel. Meanwhile, the 29th congress of the World Zionist Orga- 
nisation (February 1978), made the transformation of Israel into 
the largest Jewish community in the world, one of the basic tasks 
of Zionism in the period leading up to the year 2000. Speaking 
at the congress, the President of the WZO, A. Dultzin announced 
that the Zionists’ main task was to double the Jewish population 
of Israel by the end of the 20th century. This would bring it 
to six million. 

However, Zionist calculations are not working out. Fewer Jews 
are now being fooled by nationalist demagogy, or lured to Israel 
and forced to sacrifice their well-being and develop occupied 
Arab lands in the name of racist Zionist ideals. 

As each year passes, more and more Israelis are beginning to 
realise that Zionists are leading Israel towards a national ca- 
tastrophe, that they have doomed the country to a permanent eco- 
nomic and social and political crisis, and have turned it into a 
military garrison of American imperialism, into an area of con- 
stant tension in the Middle East. In this sense, 1980 was a “‘dra- 
matic” year for international Zionism. The New York Times 
wrote that in 1980, 30,000 more Israelis left as compared to new 
immigrants. Up until now, approximately 500,000 Jews, or roughly 
every sixth Israeli, preferred to move permanently to another 
country, thus rejecting Zionism and its economic and social re- 
gime in Israel.* 

Since the emigration of Jews to Israel from the West has vir- 
tually ceased, Zionists regard the USSR as the main source of 
manpower for Israel. Zionists keep activising their anti-commun- 
ist and anti-Soviet propaganda in an attempt to lure new set- 
tlers to Israel by tricks and promises. At the basis of this pro- 
paganda, which is supported by imperialist propaganda centres, 
lies the Zionist doctrine of a single Jewish nation and the ideas 
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of universal and eternal anii-Semitism, and of the special incom- 
patibility of Jews with socialism. Aiming to frighten Soviet Jews 
into emigrating, Zionist propaganda in general and Radio Is- 
rael in particular, resort to fabricating tales of Jewish persecution 
in the USSR, of the infringement of civil rights and personal 
freedom, and of the need to defend Soviet Jews. 

The great majority of Soviet citizens of Jewish nationality are 
active participants in the construction of a communist society and 
are sincere patriots of their home country. No imperialist or Zion- 
ist propaganda whitewash can shake their conviction. Soviet 
Jews hold up to shame Zionism, the pro-imperialist, racist and 
anti-Soviet policies of the Israeli rulers and the leaders of inter- 
national Zionist organisations. 

Realising that their ideological sabotage is failing, organisers of 
Zionist propaganda and, in particular, of broadcasts to the USSR, 
are becoming more and more irritated, and are changing their 
tactics from flattery to reproach. They attack Soviet Jews, accus- 
ing them of losing their Jewish moral substance, of acquiring the 
Soviet spirit, and of avoiding to leave for Israel. 

It should be mentioned that Zionist propaganda also penet- 
rates the broadcasts to the USSR by Voice of America, the BBC, 
Deutsche Welle, Radio Canada and Sveriges Radio. This is prima- 
rily because Zionist propaganda serves not only international 
Zionist leaders and the ruling circles of Israel, but also impe- 
rialist reaction as a whole. Zionism and imperialism have a keen 
interest in undermining the Soviet social system from within and 
in creating internal opposition in the socialist countries. As a re- 
sult, Zionists and other anti-Soviet forces continually harp on the 
theme of so-called dissidents. Imperialist and Zionist propaganda 
makes wide use of “dissidents” of all hues as mouthpieces to 
slander and blacken the socialist system and the Soviet state. 
Experts in psychological warfare and subversive political and ideo- 
logical sabotage, are well aware that misinformation has no real 
cogency if it has no concrete source. 

Lyubov Bershadskaya, a former Soviet citizen who wrote to 
the Soviet Embassy in Belgium, related how false witnesses are 
found and used for anti-Soviet propaganda. She lived in Moscow 
until 1970, worked for a newspaper and ranked herself, as she 
put it, “among the underground soldiers of Zionism’, i.e. among 
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those living in the USSR who campaigned and operated tor 
Israel. Leaving the USSR, Bershadskaya went on a propaganda 
tour of the United States, organised by Zionists, and then set- 
tled in Israel. Soon she became disillusioned with the Israeli 
way of life, moved to Brussels and from there writes letters to 
the Soviet Union denouncing Zionism. In one of them, she 
said: 

“On my arrival in New York, I was met at Kennedy Airport 
by Goldie Robinson who had specially flown from Cleveland. 
I was presented with a thick wad of plane tickets. I had to 
speak to huge crowds three or four times a day, appear at 
press conferences and speak on radio and television. For two 
whole months I had not an hour to spare, and I slept mainly on 
aeroplanes or in cars. I answered questions and argued till I 
was hoarse, completely unaware of the significance or the use 
of my appearances. I was met and seen off at airports with roses 
that were especially bought wholesale by Zionist organisations. 
It is real big business. Only, as I later realised, a very dirty busi- 
ness. It is built on one huge lie.””® 

The methods of work of the informers with foreign Zionist 
and anti-Soviet centres had been revealed in an open letter which 
a citizen of the USSR, S. L. Lipavsky, Candidate of Medical 
Sciences, sent to the US Congress, the United Nations and sev- 
eral Soviet institutions. This letter was also published in the 
bourgeois press. Its objective, as the author explained, was to 
help open the eyes of those who are still deceived by Western 
and in particular by Zionist propaganda, crying at the top of 
their voices about the persecution in the Soviet Union of “Jew- 
ish dissidents”’. 

“From 1972,” wrote S. L. Lipavsky, “I became involved with 
people who for definite legal reasons were refused exit visas, 
and who began to publicly speculate on the question of civil 
rights. Although these people had varying views on forms and 
methods of action, they had one common platform and a com- 
mon leader—American intelligence and foreign anti-Soviet orga- 
nisations. They regularly received instructions, hostile literature 
and money via unofficial channels. Their activity was led by 
D. Azbel, A. Lerner and V. Rubin. Since I was, as it were, 
Rubin’s personal secretary and kept the archives, I knew all 
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about the plans and intentions, which I later realised were in- 
tended to inflict damage on the interests of the USSR. 

“In 1972, I became aware that the leaders mentioned above 
had close connections with employees of several foreign em- 
bassies and with correspondents accredited in Moscow. 

“Foreigners and the visiting emissaries from anti-Soviet cen- 
tres met in Rubin’s and Lerner’s flats to discuss and make re- 
commendations. The essence of these concerned the distortion 
of the question of civil freedoms and human rights in the 
USSR. 

“At one time a whole story was concocted through the efforts 
of foreign correspondents about the so-called hunger-strikes of 
Rubin and Azbel. The story was presented by the foreign media 
as a desperate attempt to attract the attention of the world pub- 
lic to the ‘problem’ of leaving the USSR. 

“As a doctor, I examined both Rubin and Azbel during their 
‘hunger-strike’. These ‘martyrs’ were concerned for their health 
and took food in good time knowing very well that foreign cor- 
respondents would not let them down. 

“In a similar way, various noisy shows of protest were con- 
ducted in collusion with foreign correspondents, which were 
later used by the Western press to demonstrate conflict between 
‘dissidents’ and Soviet government bodies. 

“The main aim of such people was to slander the Soviet sys- 
tem, the friendship of peoples in the USSR, to make a fuss 
about ‘a lack of democratic freedoms’, and to sow the seed of 
national discord. They were not concerned that many deceived 
Jewish families who emigrated to Israel met with deprivation 
and a lack of rights, or that many left the ‘Promised Land’ and 
spread all over the world. They were led by the desire to stimulate 
emigration from the USSR and by the aspiration to undermine 
the foundations of Soviet power. 

“Aiming to increase tension between the USA and the USSR, 
A. Lerner proposed organising the secret collection of information 
on Soviet institutions and enterprises connected with defence 
work, in order to convince Western firms that there was a pre- 
text for discontinuing supplies of technical equipment to the 
USSR. Despite opposition to this activity, since it constituted 
overt spying, A. Lerner nevertheless instructed A. Shcharansky 
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and others to organise the obtaining of such information and to 
send it abroad.”® 

Such people, who were deservedly punished for their sub- 
versive activity, Zionist propaganda calls prisoners of conscience, 
champions of civil rights and aliyah activists. At times, the misin- 
formation of the world public reaches proportions of political 
fraud. For example, US Zionists even went so far as to name 
Bannert Avenue in New York, although only unofficially, after 
a “martyr for belief”, Petya Pinkhasov. Evidently, this is the 
first street in the history of the USA to be named in honour 
of a foreign criminal. P. Pinkhasov, who is now free, served 
a sentence for a number of crimes committed in the town of 
Derbent. He organised the embezzlement of building materials 
from a storehouse, then specialised in stealing goods from a 
canning factory. Following his exposure and release, he was em- 
ployed at an everyday repairs shop, where once again he began 
to embezzle and resell ready-made products. He fleeced his cus- 
tomers, kept false accounts and appropriated the profits. Ob- 
taining substantial advances, he decided to emigrate to Israel, 
but his customers brought an action against him.’ 

However, through the efforts of Zionist propaganda, Pinkha- 
sov was transformed into a “martyr for belief’? and was used 
as such in the anti-Soviet campaign and in Zionist-organised 
demonstrations in London and New York. At such demonstra- 
tions, “prisoners of conscience”, “martyrs for belief’? and “‘acti- 
vists of Zion” are usually portrayed by theatrical extras dress- 
ed in striped prison uniforms. They walk the streets of Western 
cities behind fake bars and in papier-maché chains. These Zionist 
dramatisations have an especially provocative purpose. They aim 
to stimulate the hostility of the misled public towards the So- 
viet Union, and its social and political system, to poison the in- 
ternational climate and to undermine detente and the commer- 
cial, scientific and cultural cooperation between countries with 
different social systems. Such actions directly contradict the Fi- 
nal Act of the Helsinki European Conference, which calls for 
building an atmosphere of trust, mutual understanding and co- 
operation between nations. 


International Zionism has taken an active part in the propa- 
gandist activity of imperialist circles, which is directed against 
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the USSR’s toreign policy course, against the policy of relaxation 
of tension and of cooperation between countries with different 
social systems. While distorting the facts and frightening the 
public with the myth of a Soviet military threat, Zionist mass 
media on a par with the most aggressive imperialist circles 
called on American Senators not to ratify the SALT-2 agree- 
ment. 

Zionist propaganda exploits the events in Afghanistan as an 
excuse to use all its influence to involve Western statesmen and 
public figures, businessmen, scientists, literary and artistic fig- 
ures in the campaign for putting pressure to bear on the Soviet 
Union. Like others who support cold war attitudes, Zionists want 
economic, trade, scientific and cultural links that the USA and 
other capitalist countries have with the USSR to be severed. In 
conditions of economic decline, rising inflation and unemploy- 
ment, these actions run contrary to the national interests of the 
United States and other countries, and cause serious concern in 
business circles and among the Western public. Acting, as always, 
in the interests of imperialism, Zionist propaganda with its fuss 
about a “Soviet presence in Asia and Africa”, and its provoca- 
tive attacks against the Soviet Union seeks to conceal an esca- 
lation of the arms race and a build-up of imperialist military 
forces, and helps to fill the international atmosphere with fear, 
suspicion and hostility. The organisers of Zionist propaganda rec- 
kon to distract the attention of the peace-loving public from 
the failure of the separate Israeli-Egyptian agreement, and from 
the refusal by the Israeli government to fulfil the United Nations 
Security Council resolution on a comprehensive and just settle- 
ment to the Middle East issue. Zionist propaganda constantly 
incites and encourages nationalist feelings in the Jewish com- 
munities of capitalist countries, forcing them to contribute mil- 
lions of dollars in economic and military support to Israel’s pol- 
icy of aggression. 

Behind the anti-Soviet political and propagandist subversion, 
unleashed on the international scene by Zionist centres and the 
Israeli leadership, are certain circles in the USA (and some other 
Western countries) who regard detente as an obstacle to the 
fulfilment of their expansionist plans in the Middle East. They 
want the world public to see a false picture of the course of 
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events in this strategic region and be disorientated as to the 
genuine reasons for the Aral-Israeli conflict. 

‘Together with all imperialist mass media the mouthpieces 
of Zionist propaganda, in particular Radio Israel, are trying 
to split the anti-imperialist front and drive a wedge into the 
friendly relations between the USSR, on the one hand, and 
Arab countries and the Palestine Liberation Organisation, on the 
other. Zionists keep repeating that the USSR does not wish peace 
in the Middle East and that the prolonged conflict in the area 
is the result of “expansionist Soviet plans to penetrate the Mid- 
dle East” and the desire to “seize oil sources in the Persian 
Gulf”. 

Lately, Zionist propaganda has been conducting a noisy cam- 
paign against the Soviet proposals put forward at the 26th CPSU 
Congress which are aimed at a just and comprehensive settlement 
to the Middle East conflict within the framework of an interna- 
tional conference. The basis of this settlement involves the com- 
plete withdrawal of Israeli forces from all Arab territories oc- 
cupied in 1967, the realisation of the inalienable rights of the 
Arab people of Palestine, including the right to establish their 
own independent state, and also the assurance of the security 
and sovereignty of all the region’s states, including Israel. There 
has been a change in public and government opinion in a number 
of capitalist countries, especially in Western Europe, towards find- 
ing a comprehensive settlement to the Middle East conflict on 
the basis of satisfying the legitimate demands of the Arab coun- 
tries, and especially of the Palestine Arabs. Owing to this change, 
Zionist organisations and their propaganda machine have strength- 
ened the pressure on the governments of these countries and 
are vigorously trying to condition public opinion. Zionists are 
clearly alarmed by the systematic fall in the prestige of Israel 
on the international scene, and by the deviation of the govern- 
ments of certain capitalist countries from the complete and un- 
conditional support which they had _ previously afforded 
Israel. 

These are the main objectives and basic trends of anti-So- 
viet Zionist propaganda today. 

Life has shown that imperialist reaction, while relying on 
Zionism to undermine the relaxation of tension, is nevertheless 
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unable to stop the positive processes in international relations. 
A broad section of the world public is now increasingly aware that 
Zionism and its propaganda, by augmenting anti-Soviet hysteria, 
by creating a climate of tension, suspicion and fear, and by 
aiming at a resurrection of the cold war and an escalation of the 
arms race, are acting contrary to the interests of the peaceful 
coexistence of peoples. Consequently, they are damaging the 
national interests of these peoples, including the people of Is- 
rael. 
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G. Bakanursky 


THE CLERICAL-ZIONIST 
ALLIANCE 


Religion has an essential role in the structure of imperialist 
ideology and politics. The ever intensifying discredit of bour- 
geois spiritual value of a secular content is forcing the monopoly 
bourgeoisie to use religion widely as a mask for their anti-pop- 
ular policies, and to camouflage their mercenary class interests 
with religious and demagogic preachings about universal well-be- 
ing, Christian love, solidarity and so on. 

The fusing of religion and politics, which Marx mentioned 
when writing about the political attitude of the bourgeois state 
to religion and its religious attitude to politics, is expressed in 
clericalism (from the Latin word clericalis meaning ecclesiasti- 
cal). Essentially clericalism consists mainly of the propaganda 
of unscientific notions of society aimed at strengthening religion 
and the church. 

The wide application of clericalism in bourgeois ideology and 
politics is a result firstly of the ideological and political crisis of 
capitalist society that has intensified over the past decades, widely 
affecting bourgeois culture and the political institutions of power. 
In such conditions, the monopolistic leadership needs various 
religious organisations and, in particular, clerical political parties 
that are either in power, or that have considerable influence over 
the governments of many Western countries. The fact that the 
imperialist bourgeoisie turned to clericalism is also a result of 
circumstances connected with the very nature of religion itself. 
One should bear in mind that any religion, by declaring its 
“exclusiveness” and stressing the non-truth of other faiths, can 
be used to oppose people of different religions. What is more, 
if such people also happen to belong to different nationalities, then 
the possibility arises of turning religion into an instrument of 
nationalistic policy. Religious “‘exclusiveness”, the claim to the fi- 
nal “truth” and so on, elements potentially inherent in any 
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faith, can all lead to religious nationalism. This often turns into 
plain nationalism especially when it is a so-called national re- 
ligion, in particular, Judaism. Here, the ethnic bounds of religious 
“nationalism” and nationalism as a form of bourgeois ideology 
and politics, do not simply coincide. The fact that in this case 
religion and bourgeois nationalism are limited by the same or a 
very similar ethnic environment, predetermines the possibility of 
an alliance between them to a greater extent than in world re- 
ligions. 

Present-day Zionism is one of the most active vehicles of 
clerical politics. By utilising the system of Zionist organisations and 
Judaism in Western countries, the clerical-Zionist leadership is 
endeavouring to turn the Jewish population of capitalist coun- 
tries into a weapon of anti-communism and anti-Sovietism, and 
the Jewish people of Israel into mercenaries of Western imper- 
ialism in the Middle East. Zionism vigorously protests against 
proletarian internationalism and presents in opposition its own 
reactionary idea of a Jewish world nation, affinity to which is 
allegedly determined by Judaism. One should stress that such 
views do not merely remain in the sphere of pure propaganda, 
but are applied, in particular, by Israeli legislation on citizen- 
ship. On this question, the 17th Congress of the Communist 
Party of Israel (June 1972) stated: “Identifying the notions of 
‘Jewish nationality’ with ‘Jewish religion’, the law on ‘Who is 
a Jew?’ passed in February, 1970, is a racial, reactionary defini- 
tion.””? 


Zionism, endeavouring to conceal its bourgeois-class nature, 
not only uses religion widely, but even attempts to ascribe itself 
a purely religious origin. Thus, clerical-Zionists assert that “mod- 
ern Zionism was nurtured in the soil of the religious doctrines 
about the Holy Land and the return to it’,® and that it is a 
secular expression of the concepts of Messianic Judaism. A sim- 
ilar idea is put forward in the Encyclopedia of Zionism and 
Israel, published in New York. It stresses that although the Zionist 
tenets are connected with “the modern doctrines of nationalism”, 
nevertheless, its genuine sources mainly go back to “the Jewish 
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It should be emphasised that attempts to equate Zionism with 
Judaism have the same demagogic aim as the claim that Zio- 
nism is a “distinctive characteristic” of a Jew. This aim is to 
represent Zionists as the “lawful” mouthpiece for all Jews, thus 
widening the sphere of influence of Zionist ideology and _poli- 
tics. As for the gnosiological side of the question, it should be 
remembered that Zionism and Judaism relate to different forms 
of social consciousness—political ideology and religion, and re- 
flect one and the same object—social being—in different ways: 
Zionism in terms of a socio-political order, and Judaism in fan- 
tastic notions of the supernatural. 

The close alliance between the Judaic religion and Zionism 
in the capitalist countries arose not because the latter was at 
all inherently religious, but because both come out from the 
same class positions and pursue the same objectives. What really 
predetermines the alliance of Zionism and Judaism, as the al- 
liance of any other religion and political reaction in an anta- 
gonistic society, is the attempt to reconcile the exploited with 
the system of oppression and injustice, to distract their attention 
from the real paths of social liberation, as well as anti-commun- 
ism and the fight against the socialist community. 

Besides common goals, Judaism and Zionism in their joint 
alliance also see a means of strengthening their own positions: 
Judaism through using nationalist ideas and attempts to combine 
nationality and religious affiliation; Zionism through a religious 
“sanctification” of its chauvinistic doctrines and policies. 

The close link that now exists between Judaism and Zionism 
took time to be established. Several decades ago, Judaic apolo- 
gists did not equate religion with Zionism, and in fact dissociated 
themselves most vehemently from the Zionist movement, Thus, in 
1885, ie. twelve years before Zionism became an organised move- 
ment at its Ist congress in Basle, American rabbis followed in 
the footsteps of their French and German colleagues, stating: 
“We consider ourselves no longer a nation but a religious com- 
munity, and therefore expect neither a return to Palestine... 
nor the restoration of any of the laws concerning the Jewish 
state.”> The American rabbis were supporters of the reform of 
Judaism in the interests of the assimilated bourgeois strata of 
Jews, most concerned with integrating into the social-economic 
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system of the country in which they actually lived. An analo- 
gous statement was made by the same rabbis at the all-Amer- 
ican congress in 1911. 

Orthodox rabbis also rejected the ideas of Zionism. However, 
Orthodox leaders differed from the ideologists of Judaic reform 
in that they proceeded from Biblical Messianism which attrib- 
uted the establishment of a Jewish state not to human efforts, 
but to the coming of the divine envoy, the Messiah. 

Both Zionist leaders, including Herzl and Weizmann, and 
Zionist historians, have been forced to admit the fact of an ini- 
tial opposition to Zionism. One historian, Leonard Stein, wrote 
in his book Zionism: “For the emancipated Jew, who least of all 
wished to be the centre of attention, the Zionist was an ‘infant 
terrible’. For the reformist, who saw in Zionism not only a source 
of problems, but also a threat to the spiritual values which he 
sincerely held, Zionism was just as undesirable. For the extreme 
orthodox, if one takes the other end of the scale, the Zionist 
was nothing but a defiler of belief, pretentiously trying to push 
the hand of the Almighty.”® 

Although in 1896, T. Herzl, the father of political Zionism 
wrote with conviction that “the rabbis will be the first to un- 
derstand us. They will accept our idea and will inspire others 
from the pulpit,”? his hopes at the time were in vain. 

What forced Judaism to change from a negation of Zionism 
to a close alliance with it, in Western countries and particularly 
the USA, to which the centre of Judaic clericalism was moved 
at the end of the last century? 

The turn of the century was a period of mass emigration of 
European Jews to America. American reality rapidly shattered 
the immigrants’ illusions of settling in the country. The great ma- 
jority of Jewish immigrants were met with cruel exploitation in 
capitalist enterprises, discrimination by the American Federation 
of Labour bosses and persecution by local racists. The Jewish 
writer Sholom Ash in his novel Mother painted a striking pic- 
ture of the torment and hardships which befell the Jewish 
immigrant in America at the end of the last century.’ 

This resulted in Jewish workers, especially the young, second 
generation immigrants beginning to unite in the struggle against 
exploitation. The eminent American Marxist historian P. Foner 
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describes the radicalisation of Jewish workers thus: “In the early 
‘eighties a small group of Jewish Socialist immigrants laid the 
foundation of what was later to develop into a strong socialist and 
trade union movement among the Jewish workers in this country. 
Many of these Jewish radicals were young people, who had par- 
ticipated or were sympathetic to the Russian revolutionary move- 
ment before coming to the United States.’”® 

The growth of class consciousness among Jewish workers, the 
increasing spread of their organised protests against capital, which 
became particularly acute during the period of major strikes 
from 1909 to 1913'° and the strengthening contacts with other 
sections of the American proletariat, not only revolutionised 
Jewish workers, but also helped to free them from religious 
illusions. At the time, Judaism, and particularly its orthodox 
trend, was undergoing a serious crisis and many religious or- 
ganisations were on the point of disintegrating. Even bourgeois 
observers of Jewish life in America could not hide the fact that 
Jewish immigrants “joining the army of wage labour, were in 
many cases ‘mehalel shabesniks’ or breakers of the Sabbath’’.” 
According to Judaism this is a mortal sin. 

Another factor which helped Judaism and Zionism to grow 
closer was the assimilation of the Jewish minority in various 
countries, where it was dispersed among large national groups. 
Back in 1903, Lenin stressed in his article “The Position of the 
Bund in the Party” that “all over Europe, the decline of me- 
dievalism and the development of political liberty went hand in 
hand with the political emancipation of the Jews, their abandon- 
ment of Yiddish for the language of the people among whom they 
lived, and, in general, their undeniable progressive assimilation 
with the surrounding population”. 

Access to the language of a larger or more developed national 
community is always essential for assimilation. In the USA, where 
there are now about 6 million Jews, in 1960 the number of people 
who considered Yiddish their first language was less than one 
million, or 17 per cent of the Jewish American population at the 
time. Between 1930 and 1960, the number of American Yiddish- 
speaking Jews fell by 1.5 million although in the same period 
the absolute number of Jews in America increased significantly”. 
In this connection, it is interesting to note that according to 
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the 1970 USSR census, the number of Jews with Yiddish as 
their first language constituted 17.7 per cent of the country’s 
overall Jewish population.** 

Assimilation of the Jewish population is also furthered by 
the increase in mixed marriages. According to findings of the 
1970 American Jewish Year Book, from 10 to 15 per cent of 
all married persons who are Jews by birth have spouses who are 
non-Jew by birth. Also, in 45 cases out of 100, the Jewish part- 
ner in a marriage gave up Judaism and adopted the religion 
of the spouse—either Protestantism or Catholicism.’® In the fol- 
lowing years the number of mixed marriages in the USA rose 
sharply to 41 per cent. This level is even higher in European 
countries where it fluctuates between 45 and 60 per cent.1¢ 

Apologists of Judaism and their Zionist partners, in an at- 
tempt to preserve and perpetuate Jewish isolation are highly 
alarmed by growing assimilation, which they are unable to stop, 
let alone reverse, since it is an objective and natural process. 
“Assimilation,” they assert, “which in its various forms was the 
initial response of Western Jewry to the opportunities and temp- 
tations of the Emancipation, continues to take a heavy toll 
from the Jewish community. It is the price that modern Jewry 
must pay for life as a minority in an open society.”*” Irritated 
by the process of assimilation, clerical-Zionists even go as far 
as cynically to compare it with Hitler’s policy of genocide against 
Jews. They write: “We lost 6 million Jews in the gas chambers, 
but... owing to assimilation, which goes on before our very 
eyes, we continue to lose hundreds of thousands of Jews.”?® In 
June 1978, the Israeli journal Folk un Zion published an ar- 
ticle on the main problems of Jewish life in the West. One of 
these problems, according to the journal, was the danger of as- 
similation, in the course of which “whole chunks fall away” 
from the Jewish community.’® Several months later, the same 
journal cited the findings of a number of sociologists who con- 
cluded that if assimilation in the USA continued at its present 
rate, then by the year 2000, four million Jews would have assimi- 
lated, i.e. two-thirds of the entire Jewish population of the Uni- 
ted States.?° 

The various manifestations of the process of assimilation, which 
occur in Jewish environment, just as in other small ethnic groups 
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that live among large national communities, are undoubtedly 
weakening the bond between Jews and their religion, and are 
promoting the secularisation of the believers’ consciousness, even 
though they may formally continue to attend the synagogue and 
carry out certain Judaic rites. 

Whereas Zionism right from the start turned to Judaism, ap- 
pealing to its ideologists to support Zionist doctrine from the 
pulpit, the apologists of Judaism responded to this appeal only 
when the crisis of religious belief had reached threatening pro- 
portions. Though, as already mentioned above, Zionism is es- 
sentially not a religious but a political phenomenon, the alliance 
betwen Judaism and Zionism was facilitated also by the fact that 
the main prop of Zionist ideology, the racist concept of the 
existence of a special “Jewish world nation”, easily went along 
with one of the main dogmas of Judaism, which states that the 
Jews are “God’s elect”. 

The final transition of Judaism’s leadership in the West to a 
Zionist position, took place at the end of the 1930s. In 1937, 
in the “Declaration of Principles”, adopted by Reform Judaism— 
the Judaic trend which had opposed Zionism longer than 
other Judaic trends—Zionist ideology was recognised and, in 
particular, the Zionist idea of a Jewish state. 

In recent years, Judaic clerical support for the Zionist move- 
ment has not only been strengthened, but has led to the organisa- 
tional merging of Reform and Conservative rabbinical institu- 
tions with the World Zionist Organisation (WZO). At a ses- 
sion of the General Council of the WZO in January 1976, the 
executive director of the World Union for Progressive Judaism 
(an international body of Reform Judaism), Rabbi Richard 
Hirsch, announced the amalgamation of his union with the WZO. 
Zionist leaders enthusiastically welcomed the decision of the Re- 
form rabbis and called upon the leaders of other Judaic trends 
to follow suit. Richard Hirsch was rapidly joined by the leaders 
of the national branches of the World Union for Progressive Ju- 
daism and, in particular, by the Central Conference of American 
Rabbis (CCAR), one of the most influential Reform Judaic or- 
ganisations. The president of CCAR, Alexander Schindler, was 
even elected to the executive committee of the WZO. 

The Conservative Judaists also announced their amalgamation 
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with the Zionist organisation. This was first done by the United 
Synagogue of America (an organisation of Conservative Jewish 
religious communities in the USA and Canada), and then by the 
World Synagogue Council, an international body of Conservative 
Judaism. At the Council’s 11th congress in November 1976 in 
Jerusalem, president Samuel Rothstein once again lauded the 
affiliation of Conservative Judaism to the WZO, declaring that 
alliance was not only beneficial to the Conservatives and Zion- 
ists but would also serve to promote religious pluralism in coun- 
tries with Jewish populations.*! Rothstein directly named Israel 
as one of these countries where, as it is well known, the orthodox 
rabbinate endeavours to prevent in every way the activity of 
other Judaic trends. 

As far as the Israeli Orthodox rabbis are concerned, they sup- 
port and take an active part in carrying out the policies of the 
Zionist leadership. They oppose the idea of religious pluralism and 
are thus evidently in no hurry to announce their entry into the 
WZO. In this way, the Israeli rabbis hope to persuade the leader- 
ship of the World Zionist Organisation to refuse to recognise the 
idea of religious pluralism. The Orthodox rabbinate in Western 
countries, especially the USA, is a little more tolerant on this 
question, having existed for many decades in conditions of re- 
ligious pluralism, and exerts efforts to protect the faith together 
with Reformists and Conservatives. However, this rabbinate, like 
the Israeli, has also not yet announced its membership of the 
WZO. But, this has not stopped either rabbinate from fully sup- 
porting Zionism. 

The organisational amalgamation of Judaic clerical institutions 
with international Zionism was extremely beneficial to the lat- 
ter. Apart, from anything else, the WZO leadership was greatly 
concerned about the negligible growth in membership of Zionist 
political parties. The amalgamation of Judaic organisations with 
the WZO provided a chance to increase this membership signifi- 
cantly. It also strengthened Zionist influence over Western Jews 
who were automatically included in the Zionist movement on the 
basis of the collective membership of the WZO of trends in 
Judaism. 

It should be pointed out that despite the existence of an ideo- 
logical, political-and organisational alliance between Zionism and 
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Judaism, under no circumstances should Judaic religiousness be 
identified with affiliation to Zionism. This is especially so to- 
day, because life is drawing more and more believers into the 
struggle for social change, and causing them increasingly to lose 
their religious orientation in daily life. Many Jewish believers, 
like followers of other religions in Western countries, are taking 
an active part in the struggle for peace and social progress, and 
against the dominance of monopoly capital, racial and national 
discrimination and so on. A section of believers openly condemns 
Zionism and the exploitation of Judaism to strengthen Zionist 
ideology and politics. An American Judaic leader, Rabbi E. Ber- 
ger disclaims the Zionist concept of a Jewish world nation, 
considering it a “political fabrication”. Denouncing Zionism and 
calling on American Jews to treat Israel like any other foreign 
state, Berger considers that the objective of the American Coun- 
cil for Judaism, the anti-Zionist organisation that he headed 
till quite recently, was to protect the Judaic religion from the 
political intrigues of Zionism.”* Berger is now the president of the 
American Jewish Alternatives to Zionism, a religious organisation 
that opposes political Zionism, regarding it as incompatible with 
Judaism and, in particular, with Judaic Messianism. 

Alongside Berger one can list the well-known American Jewish 
historian and religious figure, Moshe Menuhin, one of the prin- 
cipal organisers of the American Jewish Alternatives to Zionism. 
Like Berger, Menuhin also rejects Zionism, stressing that it is 
trying to isolate Jews in social and cultural respects, foisting ghet- 
to-like conditions on them. Proceeding from religious notions 
of the supposed universal significance of Judaism, Menuhin con- 
demns Zionism for trying to confine this religion within the 
narrow framework of one ethnic group. Hence he concludes that 
Zionism is “one of the great tragedies of the Jews and of Juda- 
ism of our time”.?* Among religious leaders opposed to Zionism 
one should also include the western rabbis Morris Lazaron, one 
of those who head the American Council for Judaism, Judah 
Magnes, the theologian Jakob Petuchowski and others. 

Apart from the several religious anti-Zionist organisations men- 
tioned above, there are also many other formally non-religious 
Jewish organisations in the West that are opposed to Zionism 
and are widely supported by believers. These organisations include 
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the Committee on Studying New Alternatives in the Middle East, 
established in 1970, Jews for Justice in Towns, the Radical 
Jewish Society, the League of Free Land for Jewish Colonisation, 
and others. 

Lately, a mood has been appearing more and more distinctly 
among Jewish believers in capitalist countries, not aimed against 
Zionism as a whole but sharply opposed to the extremes of 
Zionist policy, its chauvinism and annexationism. ‘The British 
Chief Rabbi, Immanuel Jakobovits caused a great stir in cler- 
ical-Zionist circles when, at the beginning of 1980, he publicly 
declared that he did not rule out the possibility of a Palestinian 
Arab state on the West Bank of the Jordan and the Gaza Strip, 
with its capital in Jerusalem.** The Israeli press, which printed 
a number of readers’ letters supporting Jakobovits’ view, noted 
that most Israelis, including Jewish believers, though they may 
not entirely agree with the British rabbi, nevertheless firmly be- 
lieve that the problem of self-determination for the Palestinian 
Arabs should be solved on the basis of a political settlement. 

Whereas ideologically, Judaism became allied with international 
Zionism at the end of the 1930s, Zionism sought to draw closer 
to Judaism right from the beginning of its own history. 

Consciously ignoring the antagonistic nature of the class struc- 
ture of the Jewish population under capitalism, Zionists proclaim 
“national” relations to be the basic form of social relations of 
Jews, and they turn the category “nation” into that single cri- 
terion from which they regard all other problems of social de- 
velopment. 

Having declared the “Jewish nation” to be a gauge of all 
things apologists of Zionism immediately were faced with a num- 
ber of objective difficulties. The first was that Jews were scattered 
around the globe and in no country did they constitute a signifi- 
cant proportion of the population. Another difficulty, which I 
have already mentioned, was that everywhere Jewish groups, in- 
tegrated into the system of social relations of wider national 
structures (especially in Western Europe and America), expe- 
rienced the effect of natural assimilation, like some other eth- 
nic minorities. This was an impediment to Zionist theorists, forc- 
ing them to rise up against the materialist concept of a nation, 
elaborated by Marxist sociologists, and to call on idealism and 
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religion for help. It should be noted that the idealistic theory of 
a nation existed before Zionism appeared. It had been formulated 
by the right-wing opportunist leaders of Western social-democracy, 
Otto Bauer and Karl Renner (Rudolf Springer). ‘he essence of 
their so-called psychological theory of a nation was that it com- 
pletely ignored the material prerequisites of a national community 
(territory, language, economic life). ‘They proclaimed exterritorial 
“cultural unity” to be the single condition of such a communi- 
ty?* 

On the basis of this, Zionist ideologists worked out their own 
idealistic concept of a nation—the theory of the so-called spiri- 
tual nation, which supposedly arose in the “exceptional” con- 
ditions of Jewish history, and which had no analogy in the history 
of other peoples. 

Because Jews settled in various countries, the concept of a 
“Jewish nation” was immediately transformed into that of a 
“Jewish world nation”, and the “preservation” of the latter was 
explained by special unique Jewish characteristics. S$. Dubnow, a 
bourgeois nationalist-minded historian defined the concept of a 
spiritual nation thus: “Throughout the entire circle of its de- 
velopment, a nation is a cultural-historical group whose members 
were originally united by common origin, language, territory and 
state, and which, with the course of time, united internally or 
spiritually on the basis of a common cultural heritage, common 
historical traditions, spiritual and social ideals and other typical 
features of its evolution.’’?° Hence he concluded that “spiritual” 
community, that found expression in “national self-consciousness”, 
is the peak of national development. The “Jewish nation” has 
supposedly reached this peak and therefore represents “the highest 
type of the cultural-historical or spiritual nation” .*" 

It is not only pronounced idealism that is a striking feature 
of these nationalistic arguments. No less significant is their ob- 
vious artificiality. This not only includes political ostentation, 
but also metaphysical Zionist thought which is incapable of re- 
flecting the actual dialectic of the general and the nationally- 
specific: the concept of a nation is not only adapted to facts of 
ancient Jewish history, the “Jewish nation” itself is actually claim- 
ed to be something given, that has existed all but always. 

Having formulated the unscientific concept of a spiritual na- 
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tion, Zionism, from the very start, needed proof that Jewish 
self-consciousness existed as a national criterion. But there was 
no such proof. People of Jewish origin in various countries dif- 
fered from each other in language, way of life, psychological 
make-up and culture. In other words, they differed in all the 
basic aspects which, combined with affiliation to one territory 
and one economic life, form the concept of a nation. As a result, 
Jews felt more and more that they belonged to the 
particular ethno-social environment in which they actually 
lived. 

Attempting to prove the impossible, Zionists cling on to the 
Judaic religion, trying to present it as a criterion of “national 
self-consciousness”, and consequently, as proof of the existence 
of a Jewish world nation. It was Herzl, the founder of political 
Zionism, who stated that Jews sense their historical links “only 
because of the faith of their fathers, for... they have long since 
adopted the languages of various nationalities”.’® This state- 
ment is particularly telling because Herzl himself, like 
many other “fathers” of Zionism, was by no means an orthodox 
Jew. 

Zionist attempts to present Judaism as proof of the existence 
of a Jewish world nation do not hold water. Although Judaism 
originally arose among the ancient Jews, and owing to the force 
of circumstances was spread mainly in Jewish environment and in 
this sense is considered a “national” religion, in the past it was 
much less localised within ethnic limits of the Jewry. It is 
sufficient to quote the examples of the recognition of Judaism 
as a State religion in the South Arabian Himyarite Kingdom and 
in Khazaria, and also the spread of Judaic proselytism during 
the last centuries of the Roman Empire.?® And nowadays too, 
Judaism is also professed by Karaites, Tats, and some Black 
peoples of America and Africa, for instance, the Ethiopian Fa- 
lasha tribe, etc. 

However, the most important fact is that today the great 
majority of people of Jewish origin living outside Israel are 
not followers of Judaism and are either indifferent to religion as 
such, or are atheists. Even in Israel, where Judaism is the state 
religion and where the Jewish orthodox clericals together with 
Zionist leaders resort to widescale religious coercion, the number 
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of people professing Judaism and fully observant is only 20 per 
cent of the community.*® What is more, full observance does 
not always indicate religious piety. Quite often it is used by con- 
formists for prestigious ends to express political loyalty and bour- 
geois respectability. At the end of the fifties when the Western 
post-war religious boom had begun to die down, many observers, 
including Jews, rightly pointed out that the activation of eccle- 
siastism (external religiousness) did not signify a rebirth of re- 
ligion. “For the new generations,” wrote the American bourgeois 
sociologist Max Lerner, “it is important to be a Protestant, a 
Catholic, or a Jew as the specific way, and increasingly perhaps 
as the only way, of being an American and locating oneself in 
American society.”*! Lerner’s views are shared by Bryan Wilson 
who writes that “being a Protestant, a Catholic or a Jew are 
three acceptable ways of expressing American identity, that being 
religious has become in fact an evidence of adherence to na- 
tional values’’.*? 

All the same, Zionist apologists and their allies among the Jew- 
ish clericals stubbornly continue to insist on the exclusive ad- 
herence of Jews to Judaism. On the basis of this, they try to 
present the Jews as a single religious community that constitutes 
a “world nation”. 

The complete groundlessness of the clerical-Zionist doctrine of 
a Jewish world nation becomes especially clear when one considers 
that even in Israel where the overwhelming majority of the 
population is Jewish, the process of nation-forming is far from 
completion. In Israel one often hears the expression, “We have 
a people but no nation”. Sometimes the authors of such expres- 
sions are the Zionists themselves. 

Theorists of Zionism use Judaism not only to substantiate the 
idea of a world nation, but also to prove the nation’s “exclusive- 
ness.” This feature is supposed to elevate the Jews over all 
other peoples and to endow them with a special moral and legal 
status. N. Goldmann, president of the World Zionist Organisation 
at the time, said in 1966: “Our structure as a nation and our 
history have always been unique, and we are authorised to 
specific rights even when they are not granted to other groups. 
The Jewish nation has never been like any other.”** The main 
argument behind Jewish ‘“exclusiveness” is derived by clerical- 
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Zionist theorists from Judaic dogmatism and, in particular, from 
the doctrine of “God’s elect”, one of the foundations of the 
Biblical-Talmudic symbol of faith. 

To stress once again, like any other religion, Judaism has 
never been and never can be the criterion of a nation, and it 
can in no way substantiate Zionist postulates which represent un- 
scientific fabrications of reactionary political content. 


The position of religion in Israel is evidence of the significant 
contradiction between the religiousness of the population and the 
prerogatives provided to so-called constitutionalised religion, i.e., 
the system of rabbinical organisations, in the sphere of political 
and other social relations. According ‘to the evidence of Western 
sociologists, the number of Jewish believers in Israel is no more 
than half the adult Jewish population, and the level of 
these people’s religiousness varies considerably. Orthodox believ- 
ers, usually those who fully observe the onerous Judaic ritual 
practices, constitute, as we know, no more than 20 per cent. 
The remaining 30 per cent are the traditional believers (maso- 
rati), who only observe some of the ritual instructions (ie. the 
Sabbath, kosher food, etc.). 

Bourgeois sociologists and statisticians do not provide a fuller 
description of this latter group of believers, only pointing out 
their partial observation of religious rites. However, one ought 
to stress that from the point of view of the level of religiousness, 
this section of believers is not uniform. In any case, it is neces- 
sary to single out the strata of conformists who, consciously or 
unconsciously, use the Jewish rites as a means of social identi- 
fication which they consider the more important the greater the 
role played by religion in the structure of society. Even apolo- 
gists of Judaism are sometimes forced to admit that the Ju- 
daic faith, like other religions, is being absorbed by the Western 
way of life and, as a result, is undergoing a certain secularisation 
especially in the sphere of synagogical activity (in other words, the 
intensification of non-religious aspects of the activity of Jewish ec- 
clesiastical establishments). Connected to this is a certain growth 
in external religiousness, which is manifested in a certain in- 
crease over the past decades in the observation of Jewish rites 
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without a simultaneons strengthening of the religious conscious- 
ness.** 

The other half of the adult Israeli population, according to 
Western sociologists, are the so-called hilloni, whose conscious- 
ness and behaviour are basically secular. They either reject re- 
ligion or regard it with indifference.*® 

Despite the existence of significant secularised sections of the 
population, as well as of conformists, who should not really be 
included among the religious population, Israeli rabbinical or- 
ganisations, with the aid of the Zionist upper crust, have assumed 
the right to act on behalf of all Israelis, both believers and non- 
believers. Moreover, these organisations are directly included in 
state power at all levels and implement exclusive jurisdiction in 
vital areas of social relations (for instance in family and con- 
jugal relations). 

The verbal formulation of the slogan of freedom of conscience 
by the clerical-Zionist upper crust of Israel, is no different from 
the traditional bourgeois concoction of this slogan, which basi- 
cally signifies unlimited freedom of religious will and the tolera- 
tion “of all possible kinds of religious freedom of conscience’ .** 
In the short history of the State of Israel, some 30 odd years, 
there has been no lack of alluring statements concerning freedom 
of conscience, precisely in this bourgeois interpretation of the 
latter. As each government came to power, it has promised at 
once to apply this slogan in practice. Even in the so-called Dec- 
laration of Independence, adopted on May 14, 1948, it was sol- 
emnly declared that the established Jewish state would assure 
full equality of political and social rights for citizens, irrespective 
of their religious affiliation, and would guarantee freedom of 
religion, conscience, as well as the protection of the sacred places 
of the three religions (Judaism, Christianity and Islam). The 
slogan of freedom of conscience, included in the social programme 
of the Labour Party, which governed in Israel for thirty years, 
was verbally supported by the extreme right-wing Likud bloc 
as well. 

Replacing the “workers’” government in the parliamentary 
elections of May 1977, Likud declared through its leader M. Be- 
gin, that one of the main governmental tasks was the guarantee- 
ing of “freedom of conscience and religion for all citizens, the 
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provision of religious needs through the state and the provision 


of religious education for the children of all citizens who so de- 


sire’’.3? 


But in fact, in contrast to other Western countries, at least 
developed ones, the right to religious choice is not guaranteed 
in Israel, but in fact is widely violated. The same goes for the 
right to freedom from all religion and the right to propagandise 
atheism. As regards Israeli reality, it is virtually impossible to 
talk of freedom of conscience even within the confines of the 
bourgeois sense of the phrase. 

As Marx pointed out, the position of religion under capitalism 
is characterised by its displacement “from the state into civil 
society”.** Regarding this process in the USA, Marx noted that 
externally it is manifested by “the endless fragmentation”, and 
hence by the absolute religious freedom that is proclaimed the 
essence of the slogan of freedom of conscience. In Israel, how- 
ever, religious pluralism is impermissible and only one of the 
trends of Judaism, the orthodox trend, is recognised by the state. 
The Orthodox rabbinate ignore the interests of the large number 
of non-religious Jews as well as the over half a million non-Jew- 
ish Israeli citizens. They extend the demands of Judaism to all 
inhabitants of the country, regardless of religious affiliation or 
attitude to religion. Thus, for instance, on the insistence of the 
orthodox rabbinate, public transport is forbidden on Saturdays 
(the Sabbath) with the exception of the towns of Haifa, Na- 
zareth and in East Jerusalem, Theatres and other places of 
entertainment are closed. Only museums remain open, but it is 
difficult to visit them on Saturdays because tickets have to be 
obtained in advance. 

It is stressed in the documents of the 18th Congress of the 
Communist Party of Israel, that clerical forces and in particular 
orthodox political parties (MAFDAL or the National Religious 
Party, and the Religious Front of Torah), conduct a policy 
of religious diktat. They oppose the separation of religion from 
the state, and the ensurance of freedom of conscience and equal- 
ity of rights for women in martial relationships.*° 

Religious diktat in Israel is so strong that it even prevails over 
constitutional legislation and laws on citizenship. It is sufficient 
to point out that as a result of opposition from the Judaic 
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clericals, particularly from the Agudat Israel Party (Agudat 
Israel and the other ultra-Orthodox party Po’ale Agudat Israel 
form the Religious Front of Torah bloc), Israel still has 
no constitution. Moreover, the Declaration of Independence 
envisaged that a draft constitution for the new state 
would be worked out and even outlined a date, not later than 
October 1, 1948, for its ratification in the Knesseth. At the be- 
ginning of 1949, a group of Knesseth deputies submitted a draft 
constitution for examination. Despite the fact that in Article 
77 of the fundamental law it was directly stated that the religious 
laws of Judaism were the source of constitutional and all other 
legislation in Israel, on the insistence of deputies from the re- 
ligious parties the draft was rejected and all subsequent attempts 
to adopt a constitution were ceased. The essence of the clergy’s 
opposition to a constitution, even one based on Judaic recepts 
and openly declaring itself as such, was that it was precisely re- 
ligious law that was the future legislation of Israel. 

Speaking about attempts to adopt a constitution, a former 
Israeli Foreign Minister, Abba Eban in his book My Country, link- 
ed the failure of constitutional legislative enactment with the 
“strong tactical position” of orthodox Jews who, despite their 
minority, had secured the spread of rabbinical legislation (the 
religious and legal standards of the Talmud) far beyond the 
bounds of the religious sphere.*° Mentioning the facts, Eban avoids 
analysing their true causes. He tries to explain the strong position 
of the orthodox elements by their “cohesion and zeal”. In his 
opinion this explanation is sufficient to reveal the reason why the 
insignificant minority of consistent orthodox Jews, which does 
not exceed 20 per cent of the population, has been able to dic- 
tate its will to the whole country. It is perfectly obvious that this 
is not a case of “cohesion and zeal” but rather of Zionist sup- 
port, without which such a situation would have been impossible. 

The strength of clerical influence in Israel appeared in full 
during the period of discussion and adoption of the law on 
citizenship. On the basis of the Law of Return Israel citizenship 
was automatically granted only to persons of Jewish origin. In 
accordance with established practice, which reflected the demands 
of the orthodox rabbinate, Jewish origin could be corroborated 
in one of two circumstances: either through having a Jewish mo- 
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ther, or by affiliation to the Judaic religion. The latter was pure 
religious coercion because in many cases, in order to obtain 
Israeli citizenship, non-Jews were forced, against their will, to 
become Jewish converts. What is more, the conversion had to be 
in accordance with orthodox rituals. 

It is true that in 1958 an attempt was made to relax the 
clergy’s diktat in affairs of citizenship. Naturally the Zionist ad- 
ministration did not oppose religious diktat as such. It wanted 
to increase the immigration of people who, though Jewish, did 
not support Judaism and disapproved of the undemocratic prac- 
tice of the Israeli rabbinate, or people who were not Jewish by 
birth, but had converted to Judaism on the basis of the re- 
ligious rites of Conservative or Reform trends that are con- 
siderably widespread in Western Judaism. It was stipulated in 
the instructions which proposed the system of granting Israeli 
citizenship that a person is recognised as Jewish if he calls him- 
self such, or, in the case of a child, if both parents confirm 
his being a Jew. 

All the clerical forces in the country, led by the National Re- 
ligious Party and the Religious Front of Torah, were quickly 
up in arms about this document. The clerical reaction was so un- 
compromising that the Zionist government of the time led by 
D. Ben Gurion initially halted application of the ministerial in- 
struction and subsequently completely forgot about them. The 
previous system continued to operate and in February 1970, on 
the insistence of the orthodox clericals it was legalised by the 
Knesseth. 

It should be said that this law, like all Zionist practice, is a 
reflection of the reactionary clerical-Zionist idea of the so-call- 
ed Jewish world nation, part of which is said to be situated in 
Israel and to be joined with other parts by the Judaic faith. 
The law on citizenship not only accepts the clerical-Zionist myth 
of a Jewish world nation, but also deliberately ignores the ac- 
tual processes taking place in the sphere of national relations in 
Israel. In this respect, it should be stressed that the gradual for- 
mation of the nation is leading to an increasing awareness among 
citizens of Israel that they are Israeli, ie. members of a new 
national community. In January 1972, the Israeli press published 
the results of a survey conducted among pupils in state secondary 
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schools. Ninety per cent of pupils questioned replied that they 
considered themselves more Israeli than Jewish. 

Attempting to safeguard their “proof” of the existence of a 
Jewish world nation, without which Zionist ideology and _poli- 
tics fall apart since they become pointless, clerical-Zionist leaders 
do not hesitate to use methods of state coercion. For instance, 
the Israeli Supreme Court rejected the case of the known sociol- 
ogist G. Tamarin, who appealed following the refusal by civil 
authorities to register his nationality as Israeli and not Jewish. The 
Supreme Court did not cite a legal reason for the rejection, 
but instead the clerical-Zionist principle that there exists no 
separate Israeli nation—separate from the Jewish world nation.** 

As I mentioned above, religious pluralism is not permissible in 
Tsrael and only the Orthodox Judaic trend has state recognition. 
This situation is without precedent, at least in the developed 
capitalist countries with bourgeois-democratic parliamentary sys- 
tems, among which clerical-Zionist propagandists rank the State 
of Israel.*2 Meanwhile, there are several Conservative and Re- 
form Jewish communities in the country which unite people from 
Western countries, and mainly the USA, where the number of 
adherents of these trends considerably exceeds that of Orthodox 
believers. Immigration in recent years has led to a certain strength- 
ening of the position of Conservative and Reform Judaism in 
Israel. Whereas in 1970 there were five Conservative and eight 
Reform communities,** in 1974 there were already 13 and 11 
respectively.** Despite this, the rabbis of Reform and Conserva- 
tive congregations, in contrast to Orthodox rabbis, have no official 
status and cannot perform the ritual of conversion to Judaism. 
They are also not allowed to conduct marriage ceremonies or 
to examine divorce cases or other marital problems. According 
to the Marriage and Divorce Law (1953), such matters are 
to be exclusively dealt with by the Orthodox rabbinical courts. 
Not only the spiritual leaders of Conservative and Reform com- 
munities are subjected to discrimination, but also the believers 
themselves. In particular, the law on citizenship does not apply 
to them if they are not Jewish by birth. In this case to obtain 
Israeli citizenship the convert has to adopt Judaism again, but 
this time via the Orthodox rituals in accordance with the laws 
of the Talmud. Clerical legislation and rabbinical practice in 
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Israel not only forbid marriage between Jews and non-Jews, but 
even between two Jews one of whom belongs to a Reform or 
Conservative community and the other who is Orthodox, 

Recently, the progressive public of Israel became aware of 
facts that can only be called ultra Orthodox-religious extremism. 
They concerned secret lists of Jews who, in the opinion of the 
Israeli rabbinate, could not be considered “pure-blooded” and 
were consequently subject to discrimination in the sphere of civil 
relations governed by law. It also became known that these lists, 
which were prepared by the Israeli Ministry of Religious Affairs 
with the aid of the Ministry of the Interior (both ministries are 
traditionally led by clericals from the National Religious Party), 
have existed for a long time. There are approximately 10,000 per- 
sons on the total of 144 lists. These lists were secretly distributed 
through official channels to rabbinical courts and religious com- 
munity councils (only Orthodox, of course). The courts were to 
refuse the registration of marriage of people named on them. The 
lists thus came to be known as the “lists of those denied the 
right to marry”. 

What facts did the Orthodox clericals use to include thousands 
of men and women on these discriminatory lists. The most typi- 
cal reasons for the denial or limitation of the right to marry, is 
uncertainty as to Jewish origin or doubt as to whether a given 
person adopted Judaism in accordance with Orthodox rites. These 
black lists of the Ministry of Religious Affairs are the practical 
realisation of the reactionary 1970 law on citizenship. At the 
same time the militant Orthodox clericals frequently contrive to 
strengthen even more the already blatant racism of this law by 
including on their lists both the illegitimate and the Kohanites 
(these are the supposed descendants of ancient Jewish priests 
who because of their “exceptional” origin are forbidden to marry 
divorced women), and the Karaites, Judaic sectarians consider- 
ed racially impure, uncircumsised boys and so on. One can find 
in the lists whole families of “impure” Jews or of people who 
did not undergo the “proper” conversion to Judaism irrespective 
of whether they were listed as Jews in civil documents or not. 

The activity of the Orthodox was carried out with the ut- 
most care (two ministries prepared these lists with the aid of 
computers!) and was met with enthusiasm by the reactionary 
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clericals, They estimated the work of these rabbinical inquisitors 
very highly indeed. Now religious and civil courts would be 
guaranteed from “possible errors”. 

In statements concerning his government’s main obejctives 
M. Begin openly declared in June 1977 that the new leadership 
was committed to maintaining “the status quo in religious mat- 
ters”.*° This signified that the diktat of Orthodox rabbis, who 
widely practise religious coercion in relation to both the Jewish 
and non-Jewish population of Israel, would not only continue, but 
would become even stronger. Subsequent events have confirmed 
that when the Israeli Zionist upper crust says it will commit it- 
self to securing even greater support of the clerical reaction, it 
suits the action to the word. At the beginning of 1978, the Is- 
raeli government fulfilled its promise to the Orthodox and passed 
a law through Knesseth which, in essence, deprives a person of 
the Jewish faith (primarily in its traditional form) of the right 
to change his religion.** This law was deliberately set out in such 
a way that it can be interpreted not only against Christianity, 
Islam and other religions, but also against non-orthodox trends 
within Judaism itself. The law stipulates a severe punishment 
(a 5-year prison sentence or a fine of 50,000 Israeli pounds) for 
persons who assist in the conversion of a Jew to another faith. 
It also stimulates the atmosphere of religious intolerance that 
already exists in Israel as a result of clerical-Zionist policies. Ad- 
mittedly, the law formally mentions not ‘contributing to” or 
“assistance” in the conversion to another religion, but “coercion”. 
All the same, this “democratic” camouflage is in fact aimed against 
any (including voluntary) break with Judaism. In a country where 
Judaism is the dominant religion and the rabbis occupy an excep- 
tionally important position in all spheres of social relations, dic- 
tating their will to the whole population, cases of forced con- 
version to Christianity or Islam are unlikely to occur. This anti- 
democratic law of 1978 once again showed how pointless it is 
to talk of freedom of conscience in Israel. 

Lately, the question of religious pluralism in Israel has become 
particularly acute. The inadmissibility of religious pluralism in 
the activity of rabbinical organisations leads to an increasing 
hostility between the Israeli Orthodox on the one hand, and 
Western leaders of Conservative and Reform Judaism on the 
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other. Conservative and Reform rabbis began to show particular 
enthusiasm in their attempts to strike root in Israel from the be- 
ginning of 1976, when they announced the organisational amalga- 
mation of their confessional establishments with the World Zion- 
ist Organisation. In joining forces with the international Zionist 
organisation, the Conservative and Reform clericals were pursuing, 
apart from everything else, the aim of spreading religious plu- 
ralism among the Jewish population of various countries, and 
primarily Israel. Naturally, they were not guided by the interests 
of believers, nor by the latter’s right to religious choice. Neither 
did they oppose clerical coercion as sucl. Rendering consider- 
able support, including material, to the Zicn.st movement and 
the State of Israel, the leaders of Conservative and Reform trends 
endeavoured, with the help of WZO leaders, to win similar po- 
sitions in Israel to those held by the Orthodox clericals. 

On the initiative of Conservative and Reform rabbis, the ques- 
tion of religious pluralism was discussed at the 29th congress of the 
WZO in February 1978. Despite Orthodox opposition, which relied 
on the support of the Israeli Zionist upper crust, the idea of 
pluralism gained the upper hand. Evidence of this are two reso- 
lutions passed by the congress, and the results of the elections 
to the executive committee of the WZO in which two representa- 
tives each of Conservative and Reform Judaism were elected 
as members. 

Only the future will show whether the Zionist upper crust 
of Israel will recognise the idea of religious pluralism, and ap- 
ply it in religious affairs. But at present something different is 
completely obvious: the clerical-Zionist authorities in Israel have 
no intention of eliminating the sole dominance of the Orthodox 
rabbinate and do not desire the introduction into the power 
structure of Conservative or Reform rabbinical institutions. 

The sympathy felt today by Israeli leaders for Orthodox Juda- 
ism is in no way connected with their own personal religious orien- 
tation. Moreover, the history of the Zionist movement shows that 
Zionists entered alliances with both Orthodox and other trends 
in Judaism, depending on which had the leading position in a 
particular country. One of the pillars of Zionism, Ahad Ha’am, 
stated in his report on nationalisation of education at the Zion- 
ist congress in Minsk (1902): “Both existing... trends: the na- 
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tional-traditional and the national-progressive (in other words, 
the Orthodox and the Reform trends in Judaism) are considered 
equal in Zionism and should be of equal concern to the Zionist 
organisation, depending on the needs of each area.”*? The fact 
is that in Israel, as a result of the nature of the emigration pro- 
cess (the overwhelming majority of the Jewish population is 
made up of people from Asia, Africa as well as Eastern Europe, 
where religious life was fully determined by traditional Judaism 
and an Orthodox rabbinate), a large proportion of Jewish believ- 
ers are Orthodox. The Israeli Zionist leadership, which because 
of the very nature of Zionist theory and practice, cannot get on 
without an alliance with religion, takes this fact into account. 
But, were the situation to be different, it would, with equal con- 
sistency, give all possible support either to Conservative or Re- 
form Judaists, or to the two together. One should also mention 
another vital detail that clerical political parties, primarily the 
National Religious Party and the Religious Front of Torah, oc- 
cupy an important place in practical social relations in Israel. 
This position is determined not so much by the support of be- 
lievers (the two parties have never gained more than 16 per 
cent each of the votes in parliamentary elections; in other words, 
not even all Orthodox believers vote for them),*® as by the fact 
that not one Zionist government in Israel could remain in power 
if it did not enter a coalition with religious parties, in particular 
the National Religious Party. The latter has always been part of 
the government, regardless of who was in power, the Labour 
Party, or (since May 1977) the extreme right-wing Likud bloc. 
Even when Likud won the last elections, it only gained 43 out 
of 120 deputy mandates to the Knesseth. Of course, without 
the 15 deputy seats won by the National Religious Party, the 
Likud bloc could not have retained power. Moreover, the dis- 
tribution of votes at the last elections, and before too, put the 
clerical parties in third place behind the two main Zionist con- 
tenders, the Labour Party and Likud, thus forcing the Jatter 
two to form a coalition with the clericals. 

One can thus conclude that as long as this situation remains 
in Israel, the Zionist leadership, in all probability, will not re- 
duce the rights of the Orthodox rabbinate, which would be the 
logical result of the implanting of religious pluralism, 
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In the above-mentioned governmental statement of the new 
Israeli administration which reflected the further clerical offensive 
in all areas of public life, the leader of Likud, Menahem Begin, 
declared his intention of basing the entire Israeli education sys- 
tem as well on the values of Judaism and Zionism.*® It is easy 
to understand the reason behind these plans if one considers that 
even when the Labour Party was in government, two types of 
religious school were established (state schools and schools af- 
filiated to Agudat Israel), in which 36 per cent of school pupils 
were registered during the sixties.°° In 1957, a compulsory sub- 
ject called “Jewish Consciousness” was introduced into all schools, 
(including formally non-religious ones). The subject was a col- 
lection of clerical-Zionist dogmas which cultivated in children 
and adolescents feelings of chauvinism, expansionism and Jewish 
“exclusiveness”. Israel is one of the few bourgeois countries where, 
until now, the school, like the state, is not separated from the 
synagogue. This is, particularly, evident in the fact that the Old 
Testament has not only become one of the main subjects of 
study at school, but often is used as a basic textbook in other 
subjects, especially the humanities. An American observer of Is- 
raeli life, Leonard Fein, noted that “today, the Bible remains at 
the core of the humanistic curriculum, used as a text in courses 
on history, literature, geography, and language”’.®4 

The results of this system of school education were accurately 
reflected in the findings of survey conducted by the Israeli so- 
ciologist G. Tamarin. When asked whether Israeli soldiers would 
be in the right if, occupying an Arab village, they were to kill 
all its inhabitants like in the Biblical tale of the ancient Jewish 
conqueror Joshud the son of Nun who killed the indigenous 
population of Palestine, 30 per cent of school children asked re- 
plied in the affirmative.°? These answers did not in any way dis- 
turb the clerical-Zionist heads of the Israeli education system. 
On the contrary, these were the logical results of their plans. 
In the light of this, it becomes clear why, when Likud came to 
power in the May elections of 1977, Z. Hammer was offered 
the post of Minister of Education. He was the leader of the Na- 
tional Religious Party’s youth section and famous for his implac- 
able clerical extremism and violent hatred not only of Arabs, 
but also of those Jews in Israel who oppose the religious diktat 
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of the rabbis, and who insist on the observation of the most 
elementary demands of freedom of conscience, the field of school 
education also included. Immediately he was instated as Min- 
ister of Education, Hammer announced a directive prohibiting 
teachers not professing Judaisin from working in religious schools, 
even if their subjects were chemistry or say mathematics. This 
prohibition was reinforced by the clerical minister’s “convincing” 
argument that religious children should be taught only by re- 
ligious teachers. As far as formally non-religious schools are con- 
cerned, religious teachers are not only permitted to teach in them, 
they are fully encouraged to do so, On this point, Hammer had 
an even more “forcible” argument that there was no harm in 
religious teachers educating non-religious children, One can only 
say that Hammer’s logic is truly “impressive”! And indeed, what 
has any of this to do with “trifles” like human rights and, par- 
ticularly, freedom of conscience, elementary justice and so on? 

The dominance of the clericals in Israel, who with the support 
of the Zionist leadership carry out an overt religious diktat, is 
revealed not only in the sphere of legislation and education (this 
by itself is quite significant), but also in state administration 
affairs. In fact, Israeli rabbinical organisations are the bodies of 
power and control (alongside and in close connection with Zion- 
ist institutions) and are directly included in the political struc- 
ture of the country. The extensive participation of the rabbinate 
in administrative affairs of state is manifested very clearly in 
the activity of the Israeli judicial system as well as of local go- 
vernment bodies. Apart from the civil courts a widespread sys- 
tem of religious courts also operates in the country. These con- 
sist of community courts—legal establishments of the first in- 
stance, appeal courts and the supreme rabbinical court. These 
courts officially follow the standards of medieval Talmudic leg- 
islation (which, for example, prohibit women from giving evi- 
dence in courts of the first instance, regardless of the importance 
of the evidence),* and can conduct all except criminal cases. 


* This rule is a direct result of the general attitude to women as 
inferior beings that is widely propagated on the pages of the Tal- 
mudic treatises. One of these, the Pirke Avot (Chapters of the Fathers) 
preaches the following on this subject: “Do not spend a lot of time 
conversing with women... Every man who converses much with wo- 
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Consequently, they are granted the same status as civil courts. 
Moreover, the rabbinical courts have a more privileged position 
than the civil courts. As mentioned already, since the Marriage 
and Divorce Law (1953) was passed, all family-conjugal cases 
have been dealt with by the rabbinical courts alone, irrespective 
of religious affiliation or attitude to religion of the parties in- 
volved. The establishment of exclusive jurisdiction of rabbinical 
courts, which obtained the immutable right to regulate a vital 
area of social relations, affecting the rights of thousands of Is- 
raelis, is a blatant violation of the freedom of conscience, without 
precedent in any other developed capitalist country. 

In response to the widespread protest of the progressive public 
who justly consider the Marriage and Divorce Law a national 
disgrace, and who campaigned for its abolition, the Zionist leader- 
ship passed a special law in 1955 including the rabbinical courts 
in the state legislative system and giving them full state financ- 
ing. 

The Jewish religious community councils in Israel are the 
watchful eye of rabbinical clericalism. These establishments are in 
every town and a considerable number of rural settlements. They 
check that Judaic religious rites are being observed in the prov- 
inces, and conduct the construction of Orthodox synagogues 
(in the seventies there were 6,000 of them in Israel) and other re- 
ligious establishments and are involved in the registry of mar- 
riages (of course taking into account the facts in the shameful 
lists of those denied the right to marry). These religious coun- 
cils form a reliable weapon of clerical policy as a whole, and of 
religious coercion in particular. The activity of these councils 
comes under the guidance and control of the supreme as well 
as local rabbinate, and is financed, like the rabbinical courts, 
out of the state budget. The blatant undemocratic nature in 
which the religious councils are set up is demonstrated by the 


men subjects himself to evil by distracting himself from the teachings 
of Torah and, his final destiny is Hell.” 

It is interesting to note that this quotation was taken from the 
Russian translation of the Pirke Avot, published in Jerusalem in 1977 
by the Committee on Cultural and Social Absorption (Geulim), espe- 
cially, as it states in the preface, for “olim from the USSR” (see 
pp. 9-10). 
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fact that both non-religious citizens and religious strata of socie- 
ty are debarred from determining the composition of the council 
staffs. In accordance with the established system, 45 per cent of 
members are proposed by the Minister for Religious Affairs, 
45 per cent by the municipal Zionist administration, and the 
remaining 10 per cent by the local rabbinate.®° 

This sort of undemocratic practice by Israeli clericals is based, 
like all other instances of blatant violation of the freedom of 
conscience, on fabrications about the “exclusive” role of Judaism 
in the life of Jews, and about the synagogue being the universal 
and collective home of the “Jewish nation”®', which cannot exist 
if the “elements in the Jewish spirit’”—God, Torah, Israel—are 
not combined into a “single organism’’.*® 

It is impossible to name a single area of public life in Israel 
where Judaism does not have an essential and, at times, decisive 
role. But, the Zionist politicisation of Judaism is especially widely 
manifested in the foreign policy course of the country’s Zionist- 
clerical leadership which directly uses religion for its annexationist 
goals. For instance, the chauvinist slogan of “Great Israel”, ex- 
tending from the Nile to the Euphrates, is supported by the Old 
Testament legend of the so-called Biblical boundaries. The in- 
fluential religious parties of Israel, and primarily the National 
Religious Party, which constantly enters the government coali- 
tion, strengthen the chauvinistic character of the state’s foreign 
policy. Back in 1970, this party announced at its congress that 
it would boycott any government which dared to return even 
a part of the West Bank of the Jordan, not to mention East 
Jerusalem. The attitude of clerical annexationists not only fully 
coincides with the plans of the Zionist leadership, but also re- 
presents a direct substantiation of these plans. In this respect the 
Bible is proclaimed to be a geopolitical document from which the 
territorial demands of the clerical-Zionist leadership are direct- 
ly inferred. During the Camp David separate negotiations with 
President Sadat of Egypt, Begin categorically declared on the 
pages of The Jerusalem Post that Jerusalem was the “eternal 
capital” of Israel and the right bank of the Jordan and the 
Gaza Strip were “integral parts of Eretz Yisrael—the land of 
our forefathers”. Moreover, Begin cited directly from the Bible 
as if it were a “living document” which confirmed the right of 
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Jews to these lands."* These same Biblical arguments were used 
to justify the annexationist law declaring Jerusalem the capital 
of Israel (1980). Even the return to Egypt of the “handful of 
sand” of the Sinai Desert, as amends for the Arab peoples’ be- 
trayal, did not take place without Biblical “sanctification”. The 
Israeli supreme clerical rabbinate informed the government that 
it could agree to the return of Sinai because apparently this 
territory did not figure in the Bible as “sacred land”. 

The very close ideological, political and now organisational al- 
liance between Judaic-clerical and Zionist institutions strengthens 
the reactionary role of Judaism and turns it, along with Zionism, 
into an active weapon of imperialist politics. Because of the 
clericalisation of public life, which naturally amplifies the anti- 
popular racist policy of the Zionist leaders, both at home and 
abroad, it is not accidental that freedom of conscience, even in 
its limited bourgeois sense, is widely and systematically violated. 
This violation is the obvious result of clerical-Zionist policy as 
a whole, and once again proves that no people can be free if 
its rulers take the path of aggression, chauvinism and oppression 
of other peoples. 

The racist, anti-Arab policy of Israel’s ruling elite has turned 
into an offensive against the vital rights and freedoms of Jewish 
working people, including the right to freedom of conscience. It 
is arousing increasingly emphatic protest. Since 1961, the League 
for the Prevention of Religious Coercion has been operating in 
Israel. This progressive organisation, not opposed to religion as 
such, is fighting against clerical dominance and demanding full 
freedom of conscience, the separation of the synagogue from the 
state and the liberation of the schools from rabbinical influence. 
Lately, the Movement for Civil Rights has also been stepping up 
its anti-clerical activity. It is opposed to religious hegemonism 
which infringes on the rights of citizens, and particularly of Is- 
raeli women. 

There was an echo of anti-clerical sentiment even within the 
National Religious Party. A group of its members, who disagreed 
with the clerical policy of the party leadership, announced their 
split with the party and, in 1966, formed the Torah Jewish Mov- 
ement. The aim of this organisation, so its leaders stated, was 
the depoliticisation of the system of rabbinical organisations and 
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religious schools, as well as the protection of freedom of religion. 

The most consistent force of opposition to the clerical diktat 
is the Democratic Front for Peace and Equality, led by the 
Communist Party of Israel. Communists, like all progressive cit- 
izens of Israel, demand the consistent realisation of freedom 
of conscience, based on the separation of the synagogue from 
the state and the schools from the synagogue. They also insist 
on the abolition of religious legislation and, primarily, the clerical- 
racist laws on citizenship, the introduction of a secular constitu- 
tion, and the removal of family-conjugal relations from the ju- 
risdiction of rabbinical courts which widely discriminate against 
women. Recent events have shown that Israeli peace and social 
progress forces are gaining ground and their anti-clerical action, 
a major component of the fight for democracy, is becoming more 
persistent and widespread. 


Like other religions in the USSR, Judaism is going through 
a crisis. Recent sociological research has shown that the number 
of Judaic believers varies from 3-6 per cent in the RSFSR and 
the Ukraine to 7-12 per cent in the Caucasus and Central Asia®’. 
In most cases, members of the Jewish religious communities are 
elderly people, usually over sixty. In the Judaic religious com- 
munities of Moldavia, for instance, the elderly constitute from 
62 to 94 per cent. 

Under developed socialism in the USSR, the natural phenome- 
non of which Marx once spoke is now occurring. “Religion,” 
Marx said, “will vanish as socialism develops. Its vanishing must 
take place as a result of social development, in which a major 
role belongs to education.”** 

In the USSR the demands ensuing from freedom of conscience, 
and in particular the right to profess or not to profess any 
religion, and to conduct atheist propaganda, are not only pro- 
claimed, but are universally guaranteed in practice. This vital 
principle of the freedom of conscience is legally enforced by 
Article 52 of the Constitution of the USSR, and Soviet legisla- 
tion on religion and the church. 

In accordance with constitutional law, a network of Judaic 
religious institutions operates in the Soviet Union (160 syna- 
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gogues and minyans), rabbis and other Judaic ministers are train- 
ed, and the religious literature required by believers is published. 
The Judaic Reference Calendar for the year 5739 (from the 
“creation of the world”), published by the Moscow Religious 
Society, reported that about 20 students are training in the Yeshi- 
bah at the choral synagogue in Moscow. Several future rabbis 
for Judaic religious communities in the USSR are being trained 
in religious establishments in Hungary. 

Judaic clergy and believers, like the vast majority of the mem- 
bers of other religions in the Soviet Union, are loyal to the 
Soviet government and fully support the policies of the CPSU and 
the people’s state. The main bulk of Jewish believers oppose the 
clerical-Zionist policy being conducted in the West by leaders 
of religious organisations in alliance with Zionist leaders. They 
demand a stop to Zionist provocations against the USSR and 
other socialist countries, a repudiation of the Israeli upper crust’s 
policy of aggression in the Middle East, and the assurance of 
the Palestinian Arabs’ legal rights to a state of their own. In 
June 1977, at the world conference Religious Workers for Last- 
ing Peace, Disarmament and Just Relations Among Nations in 
Moscow, there were approximately 700 delegates from different 
churches in 107 countries. The representatives of Judaic religious 
communities in the USSR signed the Appeal to the governments 
of all states of the world, which voiced the following in Para- 
graph 14: “We express our regret that the Middle East situation 
remains without a settlement and continues to be dangerously 
explosive. We summon all interested governments to agree on 
the principles expounded in the UN resolution viz.: a) the with- 
drawal of Israeli troops from all occupied territories; b) the 
recognition of guaranteed and secure boundaries for all Middle 
East states; c) the re-establishment of the legitimate rights of 
the Arab people of Palestine to self-determination and state- 
hood within secure boundaries on their own land.”’*® This Appeal 
was also signed by Judaic religious figures of other countries 
participating in the conference: Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia and Canada. 

Anti-communists and anti-Sovieteers from clerical-Zionist cir- 
cles in the West attempt to demonstrate that the natural weaken- 
ing of the position of Judaism in the USSR and other socialist 
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countries is a result of violation of the rights of believers, and 
of the forceful propagation of atheism and so on. The decrease 
in Judaic religious communities in the USSR, which occurred 
as a result of a mass voluntary transition to atheism by the 
overwhelming majority of the Jewish population, is presented as 
an attack on believers and is linked to the Resolutions of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU from July 7 and November 
10, 1954. As is generally known, these resolutions criticised in- 
correct assumptions accepted here and there that allegedly re- 
ligion under socialism disappears spontaneously and of its own 
accord, hence there is no need for atheist propaganda. The Cen- 
tral Committee also condemned isolated cases of _ believ- 
ers’ feelings being insulted and of administrative interference 
in the religious activity of ecclesiastical institutions and groups 
of believers. At the same time, the resolutions put forward a 
broad propaganda and education programme, the main aim of 
which was to spread the findings of advanced science among the 
working people, including believers. 

As we can see, these resolutions by the Central Committee 
of the CPSU, which played a vital role in the subsequent im- 
provement of atheist propaganda and education, have nothing 
in common with an “offensive on believers”. However, the real 
facts do not discourage the clerical falsifiers. They continue to 
insist that believers in the USSR are forced to become atheists. 
This is how some Western authors of books on the religious sit- 
uation in the Soviet Union interpret and falsify the said resolu- 
tions. They invent the most monstrous lies. For example, in 
Z. Levitt’s book Israel in Agony. The Beginning of the End? 
one finds the following statements: “Worship of the true God is 
illegal in Communist countries”, and “The Communists arrested 
churchmen because they were religious, but they arrested Jews 
because they were Jews”.°° 

It is difficult to ;imagine the level of lack of information and 
ignorance for which are intended such statements by clerical 
anti-communists who evidently have no limit to their unscrupu- 
lousness. 

True, there is no getting away from hard facts and time 
and again they put anti-Sovieteers in a ridiculous position. In the 
clerical-Zionist History of the Jewish People, published in Is- 
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rael, one of the authors, S. Ettinger notes: “... In the new districts 
of Jewish settlement in the left-bank Ukraine and in Novorossia, 
mainly in Odessa, the influence of religion had already significant- 
ly weakened in a relatively early period.”*' It should be pointed 
out that Ettinger is talking about the 1860s and 1870s. So, Ju- 
daism was losing its foothold in tsarist Russia, and is losing ad- 
herents in the capitalist countries today. These are facts which 
the clergy are forced to acknowledge. However, there is not one 
instance where these facts are linked to an infringement on the 
rights of believers, or with their forced separation from religion, 
etc. But, as soon as the crisis of Judaism in the USSR and other 
socialist countries is mentioned, the accusation is immediately 
made of violation of human rights, enforced atheism and other 
“mortal sins”. Anti-Soviet “critics” among clerical-Zionists do 
not bother their readers with a detailed analysis of the crisis 
of religion including Judaism, in the modern world. This global 
process which, to a great extent, has common reasons and tenden- 
cies, in one case they represent as something perfectly natural 
(in capitalist countries), and in the other, they use for anti- 
communist slander and political provocation against the USSR. 
Such “objectiveness” is evidence that Western custodians of free- 
dom of conscience are least of all interested in the position of 
Judaism. The religious and demagogic phraseology which they 
use, in reality has a completely different purpose: by means of 
provocative clerical policy to damage the socialist system, the 
friendship of peoples and the Marxist-Leninist world outlook. 


The deep and intensifying crisis of Judaism, like that of other 
religions today, is forcing apologists of religion anxiously to search 
for means whereby they can, in their view, strengthen the position 
of religion. The crisis situation is urging Judaic leaders in the 
West to unite with the reactionary nationalist ideology of Zion- 
ism which, in its turn, is also vitally concerned in supporting re- 
ligion, and uses it to substantiate and sanctify its own ideological 
myths and racist policies. This is the basis behind the clericali- 
sation of Judaism, behind its transformation into an active weap- 
on of imperialist forces of which international Zionism is one 
of the most militant and chauvinist detachments. 
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I. Zvyagelskaya 


WHO IS OBSTRUCTING 
THE SETTLEMENT OF 
THE MIDDLE EAST CONFLICT? 


After thirty-five years the Arab-Israeli conflict remains one 
of the most dangerous hotbeds of international tension. During 
that period, war has flared up four times in the Middle East, and 
Israel’s aggression in Lebanon and its provocative actions against 
other Arab states still continue. The absence of a lasting and 
just peace in the region is particularly dangerous because wide- 
scale military activity can take on an unpredictable nature: ac- 
cording to specialists, Israel already possesses nuclear arms. La- 
tely the growth in tension in the Middle East has been stimulated 
by American attempts to globalise the conflict and to subordinate 
its aims as much as possible to a power struggle with the Soviet 
Union. 

The Report of the Central Committee of the CPSU to the 
26th Party Congress stated: “In its bid for dominance in the 
Middle East, the United States has taken the path of the 
Camp David policy, dividing the Arab world and organising a 
separate deal between Israel and Egypt. US diplomacy has fail- 
ed to turn this separate anti-Arab deal into a broader agree- 
ment of a capitulationist type. But it has succeeded in another 
way: a new deterioration of the situation has occurred in the 
region. A Middle East settlement was cast back.”? 

It is interesting to observe how American “mediatory” activity 
is encouraging the growing aggressiveness of the Zionist leader- 
ship in Israel, and is creating favourable conditions for the an- 
nexation of the Arab territories occupied in 1967. 


The Causes and Consequences 
of the October War (1973) 


A direct cause of the October war of 1973 was the expansion- 
ist Israeli policy in the region which was conducted with the 
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political, economic and military support of the United States 
and international Zionist organisations. In the teeth of the UN 
resolutions and worldwide protest, Israel took active measures 
for the annexation of Arab territories occupied in 1967. 

Between 1967 and 1973, Israeli authorities set up approx- 
imately fifty settlements on Arab lands, and it was planned to 
increase that number to 86 over the following four years.? At 
the same time, the Israeli Zionist leadership tried to transform 
the occupied territories into an Israeli colony: into a source of 
cheap labour and farm produce and a market for Israeli goods. 
In late 1972, workers from the occupied areas made up 20 
per cent of the work force in construction and 12 per cent in 
agriculture in Israel, and 90 per cent of all imports to the Arab 
districts was met with Israeli goods. 

A strict regime was established in the occupied areas, which 
was intended to suppress any manifestation of discontent or re- 
sistance to Israeli authorities. Those who suffered most were 
members of the Palestinian intelligentsia and people con- 
nected with the Palestine Liberation Organisation, or sus- 
pected of being sympathisers of the Palestinian Resistance Move- 
ment. 

Parallel with this, the Israeli leaders elaborated plans to increase 
the Israeli military and civil presence on the occupied territo- 
ries, in order to use this fait accompli to virtually exclude a re- 
turn of these regions to Arab sovereignty. On September 3, 
1973, i.e. approximately a month before the new outburst of mil- 
itary action in the Middle East, the Labour Party (then heading 
the ruling coalition in Israel) approved the Galili document, 
which was the party’s pre-election obligation to promote the 
rapid building of Israeli settlements on the occupied terri- 
tories.° 

During that period, Israel, backed up by the USA, aimed 
at preserving the “no peace, no war” situation indefinitely. This, 
they believed, would check the growth of progressive tendencies 
in the Arab world, weaken the resistance of Arabs to Israeli 
aggressive policies and virtually force the Arab states into ac- 
ceptance of the status quo in the region. 

When Israel blocked all peace initiatives and, in particular, 
the mission of Gunnar Jarring,* the Swedish diplomat, repre- 
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senting the UN Secretary General, and took the course of per- 
manent occupation of the Arab lands, the Arab countries began 
military action to free their territories. 

After the October war of 1973, objective conditions emerged 
in the Middle East for the start of a political settlement process. 
There were several factors which promoted this. 

The Israeli military and political doctrine based on the belief 
in the inability of the Arabs to carry out successful military ac- 
tion against Israel, had failed and the myth of the invincibility 
of the Israeli army had been shattered. In the six years following 
the Israeli aggression of 1967, the Egyptian and Syrian armies 
had not only restored and increased their military potential, but 
had also improved in quality. According to the well-known Egyp- 
tian journalist Mohamed Heikal, out of 80,000 Egyptian sol- 
diers and officers, no fewer than 110,000 were graduates of uni- 
versities or institutes of higher education.> New junior and senior 
officers were trained to be able to find their bearings 
quickly in field conditions, to take the initiative and to lead 
soldiers. : 

Back in 1968, in a speech at Cairo University, Gamal Abdel 
Nasser stressed: ““The Soviet Union has given us maximum sup- 
port. We have now compensated for the loss of all weapons 
and have decided to form new military units to counter Israel 
both on land and in the air.’”* 

The generous help of the Soviet Union gave the Arab people 
a chance to begin an active fight to eliminate the consequences of 
Israeli aggression in 1967. 

The Egyptian and Syrian armies mastered modern weapons 
and used them with skill. Subsequently, Moshe Dayan, the Is- 
raeli Minister of Defence in 1973, was forced to admit: “The 
Egyptians and Syrians were not the Arab armies we had known 
in 1967. They were good troops using good equipment and fight- 
ing with determination.’ 

Having crossed the Bar-Lev Line (the line of Israeli fortifi- 
cations along the Suez Canal), the Arab countries overcame the 
defeat of 1967, and showed clearly their ability to actively coun- 
ter Israeli expansionism. As a result of the war, Israel lost ap- 
proximately 10,000 in dead and wounded, almost half its air- 
craft and 840 tanks. 
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Israeli strategic calculations were also upset by the solidarity 
of the Arab nations which arose during the war, by the coordi- 
nated military action of Egypt and Syria, by the supply by Iraq 
of a military contingent to the Syrian front, and by the oil 
embargo. 

The Arab countries took economic sanctions against the im- 
perialist states which were supporting Israel’s aggressive ambi- 
tions. The oil diplomacy of the Arab states had _ particularly 
serious consequences for West European countries whose im- 
port of oil from the Middle East made up 60 per cent of their to- 
tal import.* One specific result of the embargo was the temporary 
closure of the Rotterdam Oil-Refining Centre, which supplied oil 
products to many EEC members. The oil embargo had a psy- 
chological effect on the USA, on other European countries and 
Japan, and threatened to deprive them of their main source of 
energy. 

One of the tactics of the oil war declared by the Arab states 
was the four-fold increase in the price of oil. By raising the 
price of oil to a level corresponding to the supply and demand 
on the world market, the oil-producing countries demonstrated 
their growing ability to oppose the extortionate policy of in- 
ternational oil monopolies. 

In late 1973 and early 1974, changes appeared in Western 
public opinion in favour of the Arab countries, isolating Israel 
further in the international arena. On November 6, 1973, the 
EEC countries in a joint statement called for a political settlement 
of the Arab-Israeli conflict on the basis of UN Resolution No. 
242 (November 22, 1967).° Japan took up a similar position. 

The increase in influence and authority of the Palestine Lib- 
eration Organisation was of great significance. Israel did not 
manage to eliminate Palestinian resistance as an important factor 
in the Middle East conflict. Following the 1973 war the position 
of the Palestinian Resistance Movement grew stronger. Its trans- 
formation into a national movement, responsible for the destiny 
of the Palestinians, was accompanied by the elaboration of a 
constructive course which took the reality of the Middle East 
situation into account. 

The Palestinian Resistance Movement expressed its willingness 
to create “Palestinian authority” on the West Bank and in the 
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Gaza Strip, ie. on the lands occupied by Israel. A resolution of 
the National Council of Palestine (June 1974) showed a positive 
evolution in the position of Palestinian leaders, who had _re- 
solved to use not only military but also political methods to 
achieve their goals. 

This policy line was further developed at the 13th Session 
of the National Council of Palestine in March 1977. A resolu- 
tion was adopted to establish a national Palestinian state on 
any freed territory,° and this was upheld by the 14th Session in 
January 1979 and at the 15th Session in March 1981. 

The emergence of new developments in the Middle East crisis 
was due to the changes in the international climate, viz. due to 
the relaxation of tension. In such conditions, the possibility arose 
of joint action by the USSR and the USA. As a result, a reso- 
lution was reached on a ceasefire and the immediate start of 
a political settlement of the conflict. UN Resolution No. 338 
(October 22, 1973) called for a ceasefire, the immediate im- 
plementation of the provisions of Resolution No. 242, and im- 
mediate negotiations following the ceasefire, aimed at establish- 
ing a just and lasting peace in the Middie East.’ The broader 
Soviet-American contacts on the problem of Middle East settle- 
ment, created conditions for convening a Peace Conference in 
Geneva under the aegis of the two countries. 

The Conference began work in late December 1973. But the 
chances of a political settlement of the conflict which had ap- 
peared following the war of 1973, were not realised. The main 
reason for this was the American political deviation from the 
principles of an all-round political settlement towards partial 
separate deals. The American Administration based their cal- 
culations on the clear shift to the right in the internal and for- 
eign policy of Egypt under President Sadat. The gravitation of 
the Egyptian leadership towards an alliance with the West, the 
attempts to attract foreign capital, the granting of greater free- 
dom to the private sector and the abandonment of the policy 
of friendship with the USSR and other socialist countries, were 
all factors exploited by American diplomacy to tie up Egypt 
with the United States and to persuade it into a separate 
deal. 
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The American Step by Step Policy 


Washington tried to learn the lessons of the 1973 war, pri- 
marily of the oi] embargo, actively supported by one of Amer- 
ica’s old-time allies, Saudi Arabia, and also to exploit the in- 
terest of the Egyptian government in a close cooperation with the 
USA. In the early seventies, the United States announced a 
“balanced course” in the Middie East. Naturally the American 
Administration had no intention of giving up its support for Is- 
rael. At the same time, the USA decided to lean more heavily 
on the pro-Western Arab regimes. This, they reckoned, would 
exclude the possibility of future oil sanctions, undermine the na- 
tional liberation movement and weaken the progressive Arab re- 
gimes which were developing friendly relations and cooperation 
with the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. The USA 
was thus trying while maintaining special relations with Israel, 
to obtain two “footholds”in the region, i.e. to strengthen its po- 
sition in the Middle East, balancing between Israel and the pro- 
Western Arab regimes. 

However it became clear that this “twist” in American Middle 
East policy had nothing to do with an equal approach by the 
USA towards both sides in the conflict. As before, priority re- 
mained with Israel. 

After the 1973 war, the United States tried to reduce the level 
of military conflict, so as to ease its own relations with 
the Arab countries. However, having committed itself to the 
diplomatic process, Washington did not concentrate on the es- 
tablishment of a lasting and just peace, but rather counted on 
eliminating the unfavourable situation for Israel which had re- 
sulted from the October war, on eroding the unity of Arab na- 
tions that had arisen during the war, and on isolating the Arab 
countries from the USSR. 

These were the aims pursued by the diplomacy of the former 
US Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger. Its main objective was 
to tear Egypt away from the Soviet Union and to dislodge 
this prominent military and economic Arab nation out of the 
united Arab front in the struggle against Israeli expansionism 
and thus to ensure a return to a “no war, no peace” situation, 
but on more favourable terms for Israel. 
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This trend began to appear in American policy even in the 
period of conclusion of the Egyptian-Israeli disengagement agree- 
ment, signed on January 18, 1974 at the 101-kilometre point 
on the Cairo-Suez road.'? The disengagement of forces of the 
warring sides as an integral measure in the general process of 
political regulation could have started a genuine settlement in the 
area. But, the position of the USA created serious obstructions 
to such a path. The Soviet Middle East expert Evgeni Primakov 
wrote: ‘‘A retrospective analysis of the American position clearly 
shows that even when the first disengagement of Egyptian and 
Israeli forces took place, America had no intention of ensuring 
a continuous process of political settlement which would include 
the increasing number of problems vital for the establishment of 
peace. American diplomacy concentrated fully on solving mili- 
tary questions with the intention of eliminating a possible repe- 
tition of the 1973 situation, which was unfavourable and counter- 
indicative for Israel.”™* 

Thus, in early 1974, the United States was already trying to 
prepare the way for the conclusion of a future separate deal be- 
tween Egypt and Israel. 

After Egypt’s first deal with Israel, the Israeli leaders attempted 
to transfer the epicentre of the confrontation to the border with 
Syria, taking into account that the possibility of a renewal of 
military action on the Egyptian-Israeli front was restricted by 
the disengagement of troops on the Sinai. In the explosive Mid- 
die East situation attempts by the Israeli rulers to keep Damascus 
within their sights were fraught with serious consequences. Bear- 
ing this in mind, the Soviet Union supported the agreement on 
disengagement of the Israeli and Syrian forces, signed on May 
31, 1974," 

At the same time, the USSR continued to emphasise the 
need to resume the work of the Geneva Conference with the 
participation of all sides concerned, including the PLO, in order 
to find an all-round solution to the Middle East problem. 

However, by this time, the United States began clearly pushing 
a policy of separate deals divorced from the process of a compre- 
hensive settlement. The next step in this direction, which was 
aimed at sidetracking the fundamental problem of the conflict, 
viz. the Palestinian question, should have been the disengagement 
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of the Israeli and Jordanian forces on the West Bank. The Is- 
raeli leaders did not support this idea. The negative attitude of 
the Israeli leaders was mainly a result of their annexationist 
plans with regard to the West Bank of the Jordan River, a sub- 
ject of Israeli nationalistic and religious claims. They virtually 
blocked the American plan and put forward (in July 1974) their 
own plan for a final settlement with Jordan. In the opinion 
of a Harvard professor, Edward Sheehan, who analysed Kissinger’s 
“step by step” diplomacy, Israel’s proposition was “humiliating” 
for Jordan because “Israel would retain Arab Jerusalem, impor- 
tant portions of the West Bank... and return the remaining bal- 
loons, sausages, and corridors to Jordan, intermeshing them with 
the Israeli army. It would have been an Arab Lesotho.”’® 

Quite naturally this plan was rejected by King Hussein of 
Jordan. The position of the Arab countries strengthened con- 
siderably following the summit conference in Rabat in October 
1974, The PLO was acknowledged there as the only legal re- 
presentative of the Palestinians.* This inferred the PLO’s oblig- 
atory participation in the solution of the future of the West 
Bank, populated by Palestinians. 

This special role of the PLO was stressed in the UN General 
Assembly Resolution Concerning the Question of Palestine (No- 
vember 22, 1974). It stated that the Palestinian people are a 
main participant in the process of establishing a lasting and just 
peace in the Middle East.** 

The Rabat summit and Yassir Arafat’s speech at the UN Gen- 
eral Assembly, in the words of William Quandt (former Head 
of the Middle East Office of the National Security Council Staff), 
“suddenly propelled the Palestinians to the front and centre of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict. Kissinger was unprepared for this. He 
had hoped to put off the Palestinian issue until later, while 
trying to strengthen King Hussein at the expense of the PLO.”’® 

In actual fact Kissinger did not intend to proceed with a gen- 
uine settlement of the Palestinian issue. He was trying to estab- 
lish a system of separate deals between Israel and the Arab states 
in an attempt to exclude the Palestinian problem from the politi- 
cal settlement. 

Following the Rabat summit, Washingtor concentrated main- 
ly on Egypt. In 1975, Kissinger resumed his shuttle trips between 
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Cairo and Tel Aviv. Relying on American diplomacy, Sadat 
became the weak spot in the Arab world. In the plans of Amer- 
ican policy makers he could be used to ensure a settlement in 
the region on American and Israeli terms. 

In September 1975, the Second Sinai Agreement was signed. 
It was totally unrelated to the fundamental problems of a Middle 
East settlement. 

In return for handing over to Egypt the Mitla and Giddi Passes, 
where the early warning system manned by American person- 
nel had been installed, Israel received considerable political and 
economic gains. 

Firstly, in the view of the Arab states which rejected the 
Sinai Agreement, it created the danger of a slide towards sepa- 
rate deals, and complicated the Arabs’ struggle to liquidate 
the consequences of Israeli aggression. Secondly, the United 
States gave Israel aid to a sum of 2.25 billion dollars,'? and de- 
livered modern weapons which enabled Israel to increase its 
military potential. In accordance with the Agreement, the United 
States undertook to compensate Israel for the “loss” of oil pump- 
ed from the Sinai Desert. Thirdly, the USA undertook to coor- 
dinate its strategy with Israel’s at the Geneva Conference and not 
to recognise the Palestine Liberation Organisation.?? 

Thus, the step by step policy did not bring the Middle East 
closer to peace. On the contrary, it pushed everything further 
away from an all-round political settlement, by strengthening 
the Israeli occupation of Arab lands and by ignoring the legiti- 
mate demands of the Palestinian people. 

Analysing the separate deals concluded through the help of 
American diplomacy, Leonid Brezhnev stressed: “Apparently, 
some people would like to offer the Arab peoples something in the 
way of a sedative, in the hope that they will calm down and for- 
get about their demands for the restoration of justice and the 
complete elimination of the consequences of aggression. But a 
sedative only works for a short time, after which the person 
wakes and is faced once again by reality and its problems... 
This means that there is no substitute for a genuine and firm 
peaceful settlement. And any delay of such a settlement is inad- 
missible and will be tantamount to fully ignoring the future of 
countries and peoples in the Middle East (including of course, 
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Israel, whose people can hardly wish to live in a country that 
has been turned into a military camp) and the future of uni- 
versal peace.”?? 


The Price of 
the Egyptian-Israeli Separate Deal 


A new stage in American Middle East policy began when the 
Democratic Party took up office. President Jimmy Carter’s polit- 
ical course was characterised by inconsistency, zigzags and de- 
viations from the principles of relaxation of tension, and by the 
attempt to give the USA a position of superiority. These aspects 
were demonstrated both at a global and a regional level, and 
primarily in the Middle East. 

The Middle East conflict immediately became a vital issue in 
the activity of the new American Administration, As soon as 
Carter became President, the American government announced 
its willingness to promote the settlement of the Arab-Israeli con- 
flict. Maintaining its previous strategic aims, Washington empha- 
sised the need to renounce the methods of separate deals and 
to achieve a universal settlement. 

This tactical U-turn was mainly because American politicians 
considered that Kissinger’s diplomacy had by then exhausted 
itself, The step by step policy which had ended with the Sinai 
Agreement was harshly condemned by the Arab countries, and 
gave rise to the danger of a new build-up of tension in the re- 
gion. 

The search for new approaches to a Middle East settlement 
was also a result of the election and the victory of the Democra- 
tic Party. The President’s advisors tried to contrast their own 
Middle East policy to that of Kissinger, who had personified the 
American course in the Middle East under the Republican Ad- 
ministration. 

At the same time, as the USA’s dependence on oil imports, 
especially from Arab countries, remained, Washington became 
more and more concerned with the future of its relations with pro- 
Western Arab regimes which expected more effective diplomatic 
efforts from the American Administration. Explaining the reasons 
why the USA intensified its Middle East policy, Harold Saunders, 


146 


Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, 
stated: “When there is no movement toward a settlement, ten- 
sion between Israel and the Arab states rises, and relations be- 
tween the United States and Arab nations become strained... 
and there is a corresponding diminution in the U.S. ability to 
play a role in influencing events. Additionally, Israel becomes 
increasingly isolated, and harmony between the United States 
and its allies is jeopardized.””?? 

Of course, this had no relation to the achievement of a settle- 
ment which met the interests of all Arabs, participants in 
the conflict. However, because of its strategic global objectives 
and the desire to ensure American interests in the Arab world 
(mainly the delivery of oil), it was considered in Washington 
at that time that Israel should be persuaded to renounce its 
most outrageous territorial claims and assent to a sort of “sub- 
stitute” solution to the Palestinian issue. 

During that period there were two trends influencing the for- 
mulation of American Middle East policy. One included several 
sober-minded American scholars and political figures who, ac- 
cording to Quandt, had come to the conclusion by 1975 that 
“the time for step-by-step diplomacy was past... The Palestin- 
ians could no longer be ignored. The Soviets would have to be 
brought into the negotiations.”’2* 

At the other end of the scale, Zionist groups, the Israeli lobby 
and supporters of the cold war continued to insist on the need 
to deepen the split in the Arab states opposed to Israel, with 
the aim of imposing on each separately a settlement on Israel’s 
terms. They campaigned for Egypt to be excluded from the 
Arab front since it was regarded as the strongest state in the 
military sense. They also insisted on disregarding the demands 
for the establishment of a Palestinian state and on excluding the 
PLO from the settlement negotiations. 

The dissatisfaction of several leading American politologists 
and Middle East specialists with the results of gradual diplo- 
macy became clear at a special conference convened by the 
Secretary of State in April 1975. Among those taking part in 
the conference were Dean Rusk, George Ball, Cyrus Vance, Wil- 
liam Scranton, Robert McNamara, Averell Harriman and others. 
George Ball made a speech openly criticising Kissinger, and called 
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for the elaboration of a settlement agreement with the parti- 
cipation of the USSR and the USA. Many of those at the meet- 
ing stressed the need to resume the Geneva Conference.”* 

The call for a settlement of the conflict was also included in a 
document prepared at the end of 1975 by the Brookings Insti- 
tution, called “Toward Peace in the Middle East”. Among the 
contributors were Zbigniew Brzezinski, William Quandt, Charles 
Yost, and Nadav Safran, leading specialists on Middle East 
issues and influential figures in Jimmy Carter’s Administration. 
The authors of this document were concerned that a separate deal 
between Israel and Egypt would not remove the existing con- 
tradictions, and would threaten a worsening of the situation in 
the region. They concluded that the basis for a settlement ought 
to be a compromise between the Israeli demand for “peace and 
security”, and the Arab demand for the withdrawal of Israeli for- 
ces from the territories occupied in 1967, and the granting of 
the right for Palestinian self-determination.*° 

As soon as he took office, President Carter made a number 
of announcements touching on important proposals necessary 
for a political settlement, like the withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from all the occupied territories (with the exception of small bor- 
der areas), the need for the Palestinians to be given the right 
to have a homeland, and the desirability of returning to Ge- 
neva for negotiations under the aegis of the USSR and the USA. 

This allowed to elaborate a joint Soviet-American Statement 
on the Middle East of October 1, 1977, which stated in parti- 
cular that: “The Soviet and American Sides believe that within 
the framework of a comprehensive settlement of the Middle 
East problem, all specific questions of the settlement should be re- 
solved, including such key issues as withdrawal of Israeli armed 
forces from territories occupied in the 1967 conflict, the resolu- 
tion of the Palestinian question, including ensuring the legitimate 
rights of the Palestinian people, termination of the state of war 
and establishment of normal peaceful relations on the basis of 
mutual recognition of the principles of sovereignty, territorial in- 
tegrity and political independence.”?* 

However, these realistic trends in American Middle East policy 
turned out to be short-lived. Almost immediately, under the in- 
fluence of Zionist lobbyists and extremist forces, the American 
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Administration refused to carry out the propositions outlined 
in the joint statement. Pressure on the White House came simul- 
taneously from three traditional directions: via the Jewish com- 
munity in the USA and Zionist organisations, via Congress, and 
via the Democratic Party. In a cable to the US Secretary of 
State, Zionist leaders called the Joint Soviet-American State- 
ment ‘‘an abandonment of America’s historic commitment to the 
security and survival of Israel”. Many Congressmen, including 
Senators Henry Jackson, Robert Dole, Daniel Moynihan and Ja- 
cob Javits, expressed “grave concern” and more than 150 Re- 
presentatives signed a letter protesting about the Soviet-American 
document.?' 

Influential figures in the Democratic Party saw Carter’s policy 
as an attempt to impose a settlement on Israel and made it 
clear that any move by the Administration that infringed on the 
interests of Israel, would have an immediate effect on the fu- 
ture of the Administration itself. 

On October 4, 1977, Jimmy Carter and Moshe Dayan, the 
Israeli Foreign Minister, signed a working document nullifying 
the main propositions of the Soviet-American statement. All 
subsequent practical activity by the American Administration was 
aimed at leading the settlement process towards separate deals 
on American and Israeli terms. 

This line in American Middle East, policy was finally consoli- 
dated in November 1977 following Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem, an 
event which sharply complicated the chances of achieving an all- 
round settlement, and which made a serious breach in the Arab 
front, thus weakening their position in the conflict. As a result 
of the Egyptian President’s visit Israel further hardened its po- 
sition. Partially this was due to Israel’s internal events, to the 
advent to power in May 1977 of the extreme right-wing Likud 
bloc in whose programme the annexationist aspirations 
of Israeli governing circles were even more fully and blatantly 
expressed. 

Begin’s government immediately announced its intention to 
maintain the West Bank and Gaza Strip under Israeli sover- 
eignty. Developing this line, the Israeli Zionist leaders, even 
after Sadat’s visit, stressed that UN Resolution No. 242 did 
not apply to the West Bank and Gaza, and stepped up the build- 
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ing of settlements in these areas. They put forward an “auton- 
omy plan” for the Palestinians, aimed at annexing the Arab 
lands and at depriving the Palestinian people of their inalienable 
right to self-determination.”® 

The separate actions of the Egyptian President were condemn- 
ed in the Arab world. Progressive regimes, Syria in particular, 
regarded American policy as hostile to the Arabs. In December 
1977, at the Tripoli Conference, the Steadfastness and Liberation 
Front was set up comprising Algeria, Libya, Syria, the People’s 
Democratic Republic of Yemen and the PLO. The Front ca- 
tegorically rejected Sadat’s initiative.?® Pro-Western Arab regimes 
reacted with more restraint. They still hoped that the United 
States would influence Israel and force it to work out terms 
acceptable to them. 

By using the dialogue between Egypt and Israel, begun through 
its mediation, the United States tried to create the appearance 
of an equal approach to both sides in the conflict. Moreover, in 
order to give Sadat a chance to save face, it was stressed that 
the Egyptian President was concerned primarily with the inte- 
rests of all Arab states. In reality, Washington’s objective was 
not to work out an agreement that would meet the interests of 
the Arab participants in the conflict, but to continue to maintain 
its special relations with Israel and try if possible to draw closer 
together the positions of the pro-Western Arab states and the Is- 
raeli demands, though not, of course, at the expense of Israel’s 
interests. 

When it became obvious in the summer of 1978 that the 
separate negotiations had reached an impasse, the USA put 
forward the idea of a conference in Camp David where it was 
proposed to work out the general principles of a reconciliation 
between Israel and the Arab countries. In fact, however, Gamp 
David was intended to camouflage the separate nature of the 
negotiations and to give them a new impulse. 

The Camp David meeting which took place in September 
1978, resulted in the signing of two documents, A Framework 
for Peace in the Middle East, and A Framework for the Conclu- 
sion of a Peace Treaty Between Egypt and Israel.°° In fact, 
Sadat signed a separate peace treaty with Israel in Camp David. 
The first document was meant as a screen for the separate deal. 
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Formally, this document dealt with all-Arab problems, although 
Sadat had received no authority from the Arab countries and 
had no right to act on their behalf. He clearly toed the line of 
Israel and the United States, and betrayed the interests of the 
other Arab participants in the conflict. 

At Camp David, an “autonomy” plan was adopted. It stipu- 
lated for the maintenance of tight Israeli control of the West 
Bank and Gaza, and indicated that Palestinian self-government 
would be established on the West Bank and Gaza. Negotiations on 
its establishment were to be conducted between Egypt, Jordan 
(if only it wished to take part) and Israel. It is significant 
that the Palestine Liberation Organisation, recognised as the only 
legal representative of the Palestinians, was not even mentioned 
in the agreement. By signing the document, Sadat had actually 
dropped the Arab demands for genuine self-determination for 
the Palestinian people. 

One of the most controversial issues of the Arab-Israeli con- 
flict, the question of Jerusalem, was not touched on in the 
document. After the meeting, Begin once again announced that 
Israel intended to keep Jerusalem permanently under its sove- 
reignty, and two years later, the Israeli Knesseth voted to an- 
nex East Jerusalem, declaring the town the “eternal and in- 
divisible capital of Israel”. 

Immediately after the conference in. Camp David, Begin and 
Sadat, taking into consideration the prospect of a negative res- 
ponse from the Arabs to the American plan of settlement, an- 
nounced their intention to implement the decisions concerning the 
West Bank and Gaza unilaterally. Sadat’s clear willingness to 
take the path of separate deals, infringing on the interests of 
the Arab participants in the conflict, summed up all his an- 
nouncements relating to attempts to promote a firm and just 
peace in the Middle East. 

The Camp David Accords formed a basis for the conclusion 
on March 26, 1979, of the Egyptian-Israeli separate treaty. The 
time of its signing and its terms were to a great extent deter- 
mined by the revolution in Iran. It is well known that the 
Shah of Iran who played the role of gendarme in the Persian 
Gulf, was a true ally of the USA. 

Having lost its political position in Iran, America began to 
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speed up the conclusion of the Egyptian-Israeli separate deal. 
The White House considered that it would provide a chance 
to strengthen the American military and political presence in 
the area and thus compensate for the losses connected with the 
Iranian revolution. The large-scale supplies of American weap- 
ons to Israel and Egypt and the creation of American military 
bases in both countries and the use of their air and sea ports 
were all behind the American “peace initiative’. The military 
aid alone which the USA offered as part of the deal, totalled 
some 5 billion US dollars. As Republican Congressman Robert 
Michel ironically put it, after the conclusion of the deal, “every 
one of Carter’s bear hugs with Sadat and Begin will cost the 
American taxpayer a billion dollars or more per hug”.*? 

The Israeli leadership skilfully exploited the United States’ 
desire for a speedy signing of the deal. It was estimated in 
Tel Aviv that the Iranian events were proof that Israel was 
the United States’ only loyal ally in the region. In accordance 
the Israeli leadership toughened their position still further on all 
the main problems of a settlement. 

Sadat’s betrayal of the Arab interests became even greater 
when he agreed to the Israeli plan of granting “autonomy” to 
the West Bank and Gaza. Characteristically, in the text of the 
treaty in Hebrew, these territories are called Judea and Samaria. 
By this the Israeli leadership wished to stress the “historical 
Biblical rights” to the Arab lands and to lay claims to their an- 
nexation. 

The “autonomy plan” which envisaged the establishment of 
Palestinian self-government under rigid Israeli control, reflected 
Israel’s main objectives with regard to the occupied territories 
and the Palestinian problem. The plan’s main proposals involved 
the maintenance of Israeli forces on the occupied territories, 
the expansion of colonisation and the categorical denial of the 
right of the Palestinians to their own state. This anti-Palestinian 
line was fully supported by the United States. Carter called the 
creation of an independent Palestinian state on the West Bank 
and Gaza a destabilising factor. 

The Camp David Accords and the Egyptian-Israeli separate 
deal provoked an extremely negative reaction throughout the 
Arab world. Both Sadat’s capitulatory course and the Middle 
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East policy of the US, which had promoted the conclusion of deals 
detrimental to the interests of the Arabs came in for criticism. 

At summit conferences in Bagdad (November 1978 and March 
1979) the Arab states worked out a coordinated system of eco- 
nomic and political measures in opposition to Sadat’s policy. 
They ceased aid to Egypt and announced an economic boycott 
of the country. The oil-producing countries expressed readiness 
to set up an aid fund for Jordan, Syria and the PLO to the 
sum of 3.5 billion dollars a year.*? The decision was taken to 
break off diplomatic relations with Egypt and to transfer the head- 
quarters of the Arab League from Cairo. In the spring of 1979, 
the Arab Monetary Fund expelled Egypt. The Arab Trade Or- 
ganisation, set up to help Egypt and several other Arab countries 
to develop their own military production, was dissolved in the 
summer of 1979,%° 

American Middle East policy makers could not but be dis- 
appointed by the attitudes of pro-Western Saudi Arabia and 
Jordan. Saudi Arabia had been traditionally regarded as the 
United States’ loyal ally, basically as a result of their common 
strategic interests. Both the USA and Saudi Arabia were interested 
in a Middle East settlement which would obstruct the growth of 
progressive trends in the Arab world and create conditions for 
strengthening the “moderate” Arab regimes. 

But the concrete terms of a “settlement” were perceived dif- 
ferently in Riad and Washington. Saudi Arabia’s position in 
this matter was determined by its status in the region and_ its 
desire to play the leading role in the Arab and Moslem world 
Saudi Arabia had not deviated from its principled position regard- 
ing the status of Jerusalem or the Palestinian issue, and the Uni- 
ted States was unable to induce the Saudi leaders to support a se- 
parate deal. The visits of the former US Defence Minister, Ha- 
rold Brown and the former National Security Advisor Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, to Riad to “prepare” Saudi Arabia were fruitless. As 
Fahd, Crown Prince at the time, stated: “Saudi Arabia is sin- 
cerely seeking the restoration of peace in the Middle East, but 
not at any price. It wishes the establishment of a just and uni- 
versal peace which would definitely put an end to the Middle 
East crisis. It does not want a precarious peace imposed on the 
region by force and fraught with a threat of a new war.’’** 


11—1673 153 


Addressing the UN General Assembly in early October 1979, 
King Hussein once again denounced the American peace formula 
for the Middle East. ‘““The Camp David accords,” said Hussein, 
“resulted in what we perceive as contrary to our national in- 
terest, to the interests of the Palestinian people and to the in- 
terest of the Arab world.”** 

Thus, Egypt found itself isolated in the Arab world. The Unit- 
ed States was unable, with Egypt’s help, to bridge the gap be- 
tween Israel and the pro-Western Arab countries and to create 
a tripartite alliance Tel Aviv-Cairo-Riad. The Egyptian-Israeli 
treaty also gave rise to a certain distrust of the USA among 
its traditional Arab allies. 

Some new aspects in the relations between the United States 
and the Arab oil-producing (mostly conservative) countries emerg- 
ed in connection with the American threat to occupy the oil fields 
around the Persian Gulf “to protect American interests”. In Feb- 
ruary 1979, Brown announced that the US was “prepared to 
defend its vital interests [in the Middle East and Persian Gulf] 
with whatever means are appropriate, including military force 
where necessary”. The former US Energy Secretary, James Schle- 
singer, expressed similar views in a separate interview.*® 

The possibility of a military intervention and the formation 
for this purpose of the special rapid deployment force aroused 
concern among the oil-producing countries of the Persian Gulf, 
which regarded the American actions as an attempt to frighten the 
oil-exporting nations. 

The US decision to increase its military involvement was con- 
nected with a review of a number of strategic objectives after 
the Iranian revolution. The events in Iran signified the end of 
the “Vietnamese syndrome” in the United States. Washington be- 
gan to lay special emphasis on the direct and less restricted use 
of American armed forces in different parts of the world to en- 
sure its imperialist aims. Considerable military and naval forces 
were deployed in the area of the Persian Gulf and the US began 
to establish new military bases and expand the old ones. 

The next stage, intended to revive the settlement process in 
the Middle East along American lines and to create the appear- 
ance of a link between the separate deal and the Arab inte- 
rests as a whole, were negotiations between Egypt and Israel, with 
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the US as mediator, concerning the granting of “autonomy” to 
the West Bank and Gaza, which began on May 26, 1979. 

During the negotiations, the official press of both countries and 
also many Western observers clearly tried to blow up the diffe- 
rences between Sadat and Begin and to emphasise the ‘“fun- 
damental nature” of their disagreement on the future of the Arab 
territories. This presentation should have helped Sadat (and Be- 
gin also, to a certain extent) to consolidate their position at home. 
Sadat’s “firmness” should also have demonstrated his adherence 
to general Arab interests. 

However, the talk about existing differences concealed the com- 
mon strategic aims of the leaders of both countries, as well as the 
common function which the United States assigned them. This 
community of interests was confirmed at the meeting in Alexandria 
in mid-July 1979, where Sadat and Begin reached “complete una- 
nimity” on the need to keep this area a part of the “free world”. 

The United States was behind this. It exploited Egypt and Is- 
rae] in the fight against the national liberation movement, using 
them as a strike force of the Western neo-colonial policy. 

At the same time Israel’s extremely intransigent stand during 
negotiations put Sadat in a very embarrassing situation. Begin’s 
detailed autonomy plan which was approved by the Knesseth on 
May 21, 1979 formed the basis of the Israeli platform. This docu- 
ment was a plan of taking over by Israel the West Bank and Gaza 
and granting the Palestinians the status of national minority, de- 
prived of political rights. 

The Israeli autonomy plan was so obviously annexationist that 
many Western writers were forced to acknowledge it, including 
some known for their sympathy towards Israel. For instance, speak- 
ing of the objectives behind the Israeli government’s plans re- 
garding the West Bank and Gaza, the American observer Amos 
Perlmutter wrote: “The purpose of the plan is to make certain 
that the self-governing authority does not develop the potential 
moral and political clout to impose an independent Palestinian 
state on Israel. Further, the Jewish settlements would create new 
boundaries between Israel and Palestine at the end of the interim 
period [i.e. by the time the issue of the status of the West Bank 
and Gaza arises] .”’7 

The Egyptian and Israeli negotiations once again confirmed 
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the pro-Israeli bias of American mediation. In connection with 
this, the Lebanese paper Al-Liwa wrote on July 11, 1979: “The 
experience of the Israeli-Egyptian dialogue proves that all con- 
tradictions are easily overcome as soon as the Americans put 
pressure on Sadat.” 

Since the Israeli aggression of 1967, 133 Israeli settlements 
had been built on the occupied territories. ‘The construction 
of settlements and military installations rapidly expanded after the 
conclusion of the Gamp David Accords and the Egyptian-Israeli 
treaty. This was promoted by a number of governmental measures, 
including the granting of permission to the army to confiscate 
plots of land on Arab territories without any legal formalities. 
According to The Financial Times (October 29, 1979), Israel 
had by that time direct control over some 38 per cent of all 
land on the West Bank and 16 per cent in the Gaza Strip. 

Following the conclusion of the Camp David Agreements and 
the Egyptian-Israeli separate deal, the Israeli government an- 
nounced its intention to expand Israeli sovereignty to the West 
Bank and Gaza, and to deal with them in the same way as 
it dealt with East Jerusalem and the Golan Heights, annexed 
in December 1981. 

The weakening of the united Arab front opposed to Israel, 
caused by Egypt’s withdrawal, the expansion of acts of aggression 
by Israel and the blatant annexation of captured Arab lands— 
such is the costly price of the Egyptian-Israeli separate deal, con- 
cluded through the mediation of the USA. 


Israeli Expansionism Under 
the United States’ “New” Strategy 


The aggressive acts by Israeli militarists in the region whipped 
up nationalistic feelings in Israel. The chauvinist hysteria in 
the country encouraged by official Zionist propaganda, resulted 
in another victory for Begin’s extreme right-wing Likud party at 
the 1981 parliamentary elections. This party has no intention 
of even giving the appearance of willingness to compromise with 
the Arab states. 

When the Reagan Administration came to office in the USA, 
American Middle East tactics changed. Separate deals between 
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Israel and Arab states were no longer regarded as a precondi- 
tion for setting up a pro-imperialist alliance under the aegis of 
America, The United States now began pushing the idea of es- 
tablishing in the Middle East of a military bloc. Ignoring the 
issue of a just settlement, Washington put great emphasis on 
its military presence in the region. This showed not so much 
a different approach of the new Administration, as a continuity 
of American Middle East policy. The power factor had already 
emerged under Carter. Carter’s doctrine has been developed 
under Reagan into the idea of “strategic consensus’”—a sort of 
alliance between Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and some other 
Arab conservative regimes reinforced by greater US military pre- 
sence and aimed against the USSR and other socialist countries 
and the national liberation movement. 

The assassination of President Sadat on October 6, 1981, 
aroused nervousness in American ruling circles. Washington put 
its rapid deployment forces and the naval military units in the 
Middle East on alert. The United States intended to prevent an 
undesirable turn of events in Egypt, and to put pressure, if 
need be, on the Arab states to save its course towards bringing 
together Israel and the conservative Arab regimes by using Sa- 
dat’s Egypt as a “connecting rod” between the two sides. 

On November 30, 1981, in an attempt to keep the Camp 
David “heritage” and to extend Israel’s role in American stra- 
tegic plans, Washington concluded a Memorandum with Tel 
Aviv on mutual understanding in the sphere of strategic coopera- 
tion, which was clearly directed against the USSR. 

The signing of the Memorandum was regarded in Israel as 
encouragement of future expansionist activity. 

On June 6, 1982, 85,000 Israeli troops invaded Lebanon. La- 
ter the army grew to 120,000. This was the beginning of the 
most barbarous Israeli aggression in the entire history of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict. By launching wide-scale military action 
against Lebanon, with Washington’s support, Israel was aiming 
to weaken drastically the Palestinian Resistance Movement, both 
politically and militarily, to put an end to the Palestinian presence 
on Lebanese territory, to eliminate physically the Palestinian 
leaders and people living in refugee camps, and to create a 
threat to Syria. Besides, Israel planned to change the political 
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structure of Lebanon and establish a right-wing pro-Israeli gov- 
ernment which would agree to conclude a separate agreement 
along the lines of the Egyptian-Israeli separate deal. 

The main victims of the aggression were the peaceful Pa- 
lestinian population of old men, women and children. Imme- 
diately after they had seized the southern parts of Lebanon, 
the Israelis set about establishing a regime of occupation. The 
Israeli army then moved on towards Beirut and blockaded the 
western part of the Lebanese capital. Evidently, the Israeli mil- 
itary command was reckoning on a blitzkrieg in Lebanon, as- 
suming that they would meet no serious resistance in a country 
weakened by civil war and continual Israeli acts of aggression. 
Back in 1978, the Israelis had transferred control over Leban- 
on’s southern regions (seized by the Israeli army in March 1978) 
to their right-wing Lebanese allies. Thus a military outpost had 
been established in the South of Lebanon, under the command 
of the Israeli puppet, Major Haddad. 

However, the courageous resistance of the Palestinian fighters 
and national patriotic forces in Lebanon upset the plans of the 
Israeli leadership. Palestinian partisans continued to fight in 
the rear of the Israeli army. West Beirut was defended for two 
and a half months by fighters of the Palestinian Resistance Move- 
ment and Lebanese patriots. They continued fighting despite 
constant shelling and bombardment, a cut-off of the water sup- 
ply, and lack of food. The Palestinians left Beirut undefeated, 
vowing to continue fighting for the restoration of the rights of 
the Palestinian people and for the liberation of their lands. 

The objectives, timing and scale of the aggression were de- 
termined to a great extent by Israel’s annexationist plans with 
regard to occupied Arab territory and, in particular, the West 
Bank and Gaza. However, from the point of view of the Israeli 
leaders, the annexation of these Palestinian lands required cer- 
tain preparations. Firstly, a sharp decrease in the size of the local 
Arab population and an increase in the physical presence of 
Israelis on these territories. Secondly, the establishment of a 
certain system of government in the occupied regions with the 
aid of Arab collaborators. And thirdly, undermining the Palestine 
Liberation Organisation. 

In this connection the Begin government introduced several 
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new aspects inta Israeli policy on the West Bank and Gaza. 
The prospect of spreading Israeli sovereignty to the densely po- 
pulated Arab regions provoked opposition from certain Zionist 
parties, who cautioned that such a move would lead, in the 
long term, to a sharp change in the demographic situation in 
Israel, which would lose its one-nation character, thus destroy- 
ing the Zionist idea of creating a Jewish state. Sharing such fears 
in principle, the Begin government count on ousting the local 
Arab population from these regions. Approximately 30,000 Arabs 
are forced every year to give up their homes. Indicative of this 
is the so-called Sharon plan, according to which the Palestinians 
should live on the East Bank of the Jordan, and Israel’s task is 
to force the population of the West Bank to move there. 

The Begin government has toughened still further its repres- 
sive measures aimed at Jocal Arab authorities, such as town mayors, 
members of municipal councils and influential political figures. 
This is evidence of the Israeli intention to weaken the Pales- 
tinian leadership as much as possible and put up their own 
adherents, something which caused the emergence of the so- 
called rural leagues, Israeli-subsidised organisations headed by 
Arab collaborators and intended to establish control over the 
Palestinian population. Israel was assuming that the rural pop- 
ulation was less mature politically and hoped that it would 
thus be easier to deceive it with the offer of quasi self-govern- 
ment. The Arab population, however, boycotted these pro-Israeli 
organisations. 

In an attempt to cool the resistance of local forces to authori- 
ties of occupation, Sharon established, in late 1981, “a civic 
administration” on the occupied Arab lands. But this deceived 
no one: as before, all matters on the West Bank and Gaza were 
dealt with by the Israeli military authorities. 

Israel’s attempts to limit the influence of the PLO and iso- 
late it, through repression, threats, deportation of prominent 
Palestinians, and attempts on the lives of Palestinian mayors, 
have not been successful either. According to the Iraqi news- 
paper Al-Jumhuriya, from 70 to 80 per cent of the inhabitants 
of the West Bank and Gaza sympathise with the PLO or are 
its active supporters.*® 

The “new” policy on the occupied territories, widely publi- 
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cised in Israel, is failing. It has not led to an “appeasement” 
of the population, but on the contrary, has provoked the fiercest 
resistance on the occupied Arab lands, resulting in an uprising 
in April of 1982. 

The attempt by the Israeli leaders to destroy the PLO was 
provoked by the growth of its international prestige. There emerg- 
ed prospects for the recognition of the PLO by some Western 
powers. It was becoming more and more obvious that a settle- 
ment of the Palestinian issue was impossible without the involve- 
ment of the Palestine Liberation Organisation, the only legal 
representative of the Palestinian people. For this reason the Is- 
raeli government aimed to destroy the PLO, undermine its po- 
sition on the occupied territories, in the Arab political arena, and 
at an international level. 

The Israeli High Command planned the strike against Leb- 
anon, where the main basis of the PLO and Palestinian refugee 
camps are situated, some time ago. Back in the spring of 1982, 
it was reported in the press that preparations were being made 
for Israeli aggression, and indeed, the Israeli leadership made 
no secret of their intentions, having secured the support of the 
USA. The restoration of the remainder of Sinai to Egypt was 
regarded in Tel Aviv as “payment” for the annexation of the 
West Bank and Gaza, and the destruction of the PLO was to 
become the main condition for it. 

The United States knew well of the operation under prepara- 
tion. According to the journal The Middle East, Washington ap- 
proved the Israeli plan back in February 1982, during a visit to 
the USA by a high-ranking Israeli intelligence officer. In the 
spring of 1982, the USA agreed to sell Israel 75 F-16 and 
11 F-15 fighter planes and provided additional aid to the sum 
of 125 million dollars.*° 

Tel Aviv’s plan undoubtedly coincided with American inter- 
ests in the Middle East. It was aimed at weakening the van- 
guard of the Arab national liberation movement. From the White 
House’s point of view, it opened up the possibility of forcibly 
expanding the Camp David Agreement by including Lebanon. 
It could reinforce the US military presence in the Middle East 


and, so Washington hoped, weaken the authority and influence 
of the USSR. 
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But the American-Israeli calculations in Lebanon have clearly 
failed. Tel Aviv has not managed to destroy the PLO. And 
the courageous struggle of the Palestinian fighters has only 
strengthened the sympathy of progressive people to the just cause 
of the Palestinians. 

The Israeli aggression and the blatant genocide perpetrated 
by the Israel army has caused definite changes in public opin- 
ion in the West. Israeli propaganda has not succeeded in con- 
vincing the world that Israel’s problems of “guaranteeing se- 
curity” can be solved in Beirut by the mass annihilation of the 
peaceful population. 

The barbarous acts by Israel are a crime not merely against 
the Arab and Palestinian peoples, but also against its own people, 
deepening still further the rift between Israel and its Middle 
East neighbours. It is significant that for the first time in the 
history of Israel, the Zionists have not managed to gain a full 
consensus on nationalistic grounds, as they have done in previous 
wars with Arab states. The anti-war protests in  Is- 
rael have taken the form of demonstrations several thousand- 
-strong. 

The events in Lebanon have shown once again that the USA 
is an accomplice to the aggressor. The military aid to Tel 
Aviv, the clearly pro-Israeli position of Washington in the UN 
Security Council, and in particular the American veto on the 
draft resolution calling for sanctions to be taken against Israel, 
demonstrate the complete groundlessness of US statements about 
intentions to promote the establishment of peace in the Middle 
East. 

Universal outrage at the American support for the aggres- 
sor and Washington’s desire to keep its allies in the Arab World 
compelled President Reagan to make a speech on September 1, 
1982, containing proposals for a Middle East settlement. An 
analysis of the proposals shows the following: the United States 
continues to ignore the main reasons for the Arab-Israeli con- 
flict. The myth of a Soviet threat is once again given first place. 
The Arab-Israeli conflict is to be solved exclusively within the 
framework of Camp David. The USA denies the right of the 
Palestinian people to self-determination and the establishment of 
their own state, suggesting once again an “administrative auton- 
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omy” this time in the Jordan context. Not one word is said in the 
American proposals either about the PLO or about the fate of 
the Golan Heights. 

By pandering to the aggressor and defending Camp David, 
Washington is blocking the way to peace in the region and re- 
jects all proposals for a settlement made by its West European 
allies. 

At the same time, the tragedy of Lebanon has again put 
the Palestinian question at the centre of the Arab-Israeli con- 
flict. The 12th Conference of Arab Heads of State and Govern- 
ment (6-9 September, 1982, in Fez, Morocco) had a very posi- 
tive significance. The Middle East situation, formed as a result 
of the Israeli aggression, was described as dangerous, and such 
measures were approved for the settlement of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict and the resolution of the Palestinian issue, as the with- 
drawal of Israeli forces from all occupied Arab territories, the 
creation of an independent Palestinian state, and the recogni- 
tion and fulfilment of the inherent right of the Palestinians to 
self-determination under the leadership of the PLO. 

Having seized West Beirut, the Israeli army and _ right- 
wing Christian detachments burst into two Palestinian _ re- 
fugee camps and carried out a bloody massacre. The crimes of 
the Israeli Zionists in Lebanon are increasing. Military strikes 
were made against the Syrian troops who form part of the 
United Arab Peace-Keeping Force in Lebanon. In this critical 
situation, the unity of Arab states in the struggle against Israeli 
aggression has acquired a special importance. As Leonid Brezhnev 
stressed, “This unity is as essential to the Arabs as air or water. 
And the stronger and more reliable this unity is, the sooner 
imperialist intrigues in the Middle East will be foiled.”*° 


The Soviet Campaign 
for a Just and Lasting Peace 
in the Middle East 


The Soviet Union together with other socialist countries and 
peace movements al] over the world reject the American approach 
to the Middle East conflict on the grounds that separate nego- 
tiations are not bringing a settlement any closer, but, on the 
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contrary, are hampering the solution of this urgent task. 
Soviet diplomacy firmly believes in the need to settle the Mid- 
dle East problem comprehensively. It is consistently campaigning 
for a lasting and just peace in the region, which would meet 
the interests of all sides in the conflict. The Soviet Union has 
put forward proposals on a peaceful Middle East settlement and 
has worked out a system of practical measures to ensure the 
peaceful and secure existence of all countries and peoples in the 
area. The USSR put forward a triunial formula proposing a 
“package resolution” to the main problems of the conflict. They 
include: 

~—the withdrawal of Israeli troops from all occupied territo- 
ries. This could be accomplished in stages, according to a pre- 
arranged plan approved by all sides in the conflict; 

—the granting to the Palestinian people of the right to self- 
determination up to the establishment of its own independent 
state. Proceeding from the principle that every people possesses 
this inalienable right, the USSR in 1948, supported the creation 
of the state of Israel, where the formation of the Israeli nation 
is now in process. At the same time, the Soviet Union has con- 
sistently condemned the aggressive and expansionist course of the 
Israeli leadership, which has led to the exile of the 
Palestinian people from their homeland. The Soviet position on 
this issue is based on the principle that the self-determination of 
one people should not be accomplished at the expense of anoth- 
er. The Palestinians themselves should decide the form which 
their right to self-determination is to take, and it is vital that 
they should be given the opportunity to realise their legal demands 
in full. The only legal representative of the Palestinian people, 
which acts on its behalf, is the Palestine Liberation Organisation, 
whose participation in all negotiations concerning the fate of the 
Palestinian people is an essential condition; 

—the guaranteeing of independent existence and development 
for all states and peoples in the region. 

In its proposals for an overall settlement to the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, the USSR does not rule out a stage-by-stage approach, 
but on condition that any intermediate decision should be close- 
ly linked to the general structure of the predetermined, funda- 
mental settlement issues. 
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After the 1973 October war the USSR put forward the idea 
of a Geneva Peace Conference with the participation of all 
those concerned, and later campaigned for the resumption of 
its work. 

The Middle East peace proposals were again outlined in a 
speech by Leonid Brezhnev at the 16th Trade Union Congress in 
March 1977. He stressed the following key aspects of the Soviet 
approach to a Middle East settlement: the need to resume the 
Geneva Peace Conference on the Middle East and to base any 
peace documents on such fundamental principles as inadmissibil- 
ity of the acquisition of land by war and the right of all states 
in the region to independence and security. And, of course, the 
inalienable rights of the Arab people of Palestine should be guar- 
anteed, including their right to self-determination and the es- 
tablishment of their own state. 

This realistic and constructive programme allows for the main 
causes of the Arab-Israeli conflict to be eradicated and for the 
guarantee of peace in this volatile region. 

Soviet leaders consistently emphasise the unwavering Soviet 
position on a Middle East settlement. On June 25, 1979, Soviet 
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko declared: “The principled po- 
sition of the Soviet Union on the Middle East was and remains 
to be as originally formulated many years ago. Namely: all land 
which Israel has seized from the Arabs should be returned; the 
Arab people of Palestine should be given the right to create 
their own independent state, however small. This is not hard 
to do. More difficult issues had been solved in the past. 

“All countries in the region, including, of course, Israel, should 
enjoy the right to exist and develop in the Middle East as in- 
dependent sovereign states.”’** 

The Soviet attitude to the Arab-Israeli conflict reflects its 
intolerance towards aggression and violence. Only a settlement 
which eradicates all the reasons causing the conflict and which 
satisfies all its participants can be just and therefore durable. 

The 26th Congress of the CPSU opened a new stage in the 
Soviet Union’s campaign for world peace and security. The Cen- 
tral Committee’s Report became the creative development of 
the Soviet Peace Programme. Leonid Brezhnev proposed new 
peace initiatives stipulating the curbing of the arms race and 
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the elimination of dangerous hotbeds of tension. The Report paid 
special attention to the Middle East conflict. Emphasising that 
the USSR keeps to its main principles on this question, and 
considers that only an all-round political settlement will bring 
about peace in the region, Leonid Brezhnev proposed a return 
to an honest joint search for a universal settlement on a just and 
realistic basis—within the framework of a specially convened 
international conference. 

“The Soviet Union,” he said, “is prepared to participate in 
such work in a constructive spirit and with good will. We are 
prepared to do so jointly with the other interested parties—the 
Arabs (naturally including the Palestine Liberation Organisation) 
and Israel. We are prepared for such search jointly with the 
United States—and I may remind you that we had some ex- 
perience in this regard some years ago. We are prepared to 
cooperate with the European countries and with all those who 
are showing a sincere striving to secure a just and durable peace 
in the Middle East. 

“The UN, too, could evidently continue to play a useful 
role in all this.’”4? 

Israel’s aggression in Lebanon has again demonstrated the dan- 
ger of delaying a universal settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
The Soviet Union has adopted a principled position with regard 
to the events in Lebanon. Leonid Brezhnev’s messages and ap- 
peals to the President of the United States have played a vital 
part in containing Tel Aviv’s expansionist plans and the ag- 
gressive aspirations of the USA. 

In his speech on September 15, 1982 at a reception in honour 
of the head of the People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen, Ali 
Nasir Muhammad, Leonid Brezhnev called for the withdrawal 
of Israeli troops from Lebanon and for an end to provocations 
against Syria. He listed the main principles for establishing a 
firm and just peace in the Middle East, including: inadmissibil- 
ity of the seizure of foreign lands by an aggressor; guaranteeing 
of the inherent right of the Arab people of Palestine to self-de- 
termination and the creation of their own independent state; re- 
storation to the Arabs of East Jerusalem which should become 
an integral part of the Palestinian state; guaranteeing of the 
right of all states in the region to secure an independent existence 
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and development; an end to the state of war and the establishment 
of peace between the Arab states and Israel; the elaboration and 
adoption of international settlement guarantees.** 

The principled approach of the Soviet Union and other socia- 
list countries to the problem of settling the Middle East conflict 
was reaffirmed in the Political Declaration of the Warsaw Treaty 
member-countries. During negotiations with the PLO delega- 
tion, held in Moscow in January 1983, the Soviet Union once 
again voiced its support for the just struggle of the Palestine 
and other Arab peoples for a complex political settlement of 
the conflict. 

Such a settlement can only be put into practice through the 
collective efforts of all sides concerned. A firm and just peace 
settlement in the Middle East would finally put an end to the 
bloodshed in this region and bring about an improvement in 
international relations in genera]. The very process of preparing 
for a conference on settling the Arab-Israeli conflict would pro- 
mote mutual trust and the emergence of a spirit of detente, to 
which there can never be any sensible alternative. 
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